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ANSWERED, Ee. 


N the rallowing few pages, La am ee 8 
with Mr. Bate, who ſtyles himſelf Page 


22, a ſanguine e and declares, p. 
47 37 “ He is not ſo much enquiring into the 

« Arict meaning of the words, as what Roots 
* they belong to; and what part of ſpeech they 
ceare of.” And þ. 108“ He neither pretends 
to know, nor thinks it worth while to en- 

eite aker, e.. ; 


If he be not ſo much enquiring into the Rrigt 
meaning of the words, &c. with what conſci- 
| ehce did he venture to entitle his book—zhe _ 

ih” ws. of Aleim and Berith juſti- 

Page 10—“ Had learned men given a ſatis- 

« factory account how a Name of God could 
« be taken from, or given us under the idea of. 
85 curſing, I believe, I may ſay, it never would 
% have been controverted whether Fl as a 
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ext 


e« verb, Was a different root Ln od the Name 54 


8 of God. wa 


Mr. H is thought to ; lire been a learned | 


| man, and his account how a Name of God could 
be taken from, or given us under the idea of 
curſing, is pretended to be ſati factory too; but 
for all that, it is controverted whether e as a 
verb be the ſame root with de the Name of 
God. And I may ſay, no learned man can 
ever give a ſatisfactory account how &c; there- 
fore it will for ever be controverted whether, 
c. From hence it plainly appears, that what is 


ſaid afterwards is precarious—** And here let 


<« me aſk what can it be ſuppoſed ſhould induce 
00; inſpired and infallible Writers, to write in this 


ce uncertain manner, ſo liable to deceive others, 


« as to give /0 widely _ and o. ite en- 


4 es, to the ſame words? 
Petitio Principii, 
And what the Scri ptuarian (er ſcripture. 


philoſopher, who maketh the Scripture the 
ground even of philofophy and mathematicks 


&c.) ſays a little before, is allowed, and may 
be with great propriety retorted upon bim: 


— The verb and noun will always be ſuppoſ- 


« « ed to have the ſame meaning, or original 
+6 


* 


< ſenſe, unleſs ſome particular reaſon a Pear. 10 

« the contrary.” . 
And again the Scripturarian aſks— Did not 
« they know &c. that ſome would from thence 
« take a handle to make a noſe of wax of the 


4 whole Word 9 Ged, that uncertainty cannot. 


a 8 5 


per anſwer to this Script. 


(5) 
be foundation of faith?” 1 retort upon 
him too, and anſwer—Turpe 0 doftori n 


_ culpa redarguit ipſum. 


This Script—n ſays, p. 32, 3 Ty” * to 2 


« Poſition of Mr. H=—'s that every Root in 
Hebrew has but one meaning or idea belong- 


« ing to it, or that no one word has 7wo mean- 


* ings; nor any ue words the ſame mean- 


ee ing.” — Every root in Hebrew hath but 
one ruling idea, or no one word hath 7wo 
primitive meanings; nor any two words the 


ame primitive meaning. Otherwiſe that Poſi- 
tion muſt be falſe, as it is contradicted too, 5p. 


1106, lin. 27, and 1 And Mr. CAME TA 


ing blinded with this Poſition, maketh him, like 
one who cannot at all ſee, or help himſelf, cry 


out in ſuch manner as p. 109 —,ff the holy 


« Spirit s Words have not & OK; the ſame, but 
© often very different, and ſometimes quite con- 


« trary meanings, there can be no certainty or 
. perſpicuity 1 in writing.” ; 


1 think, my Reply to Mr, Abral's 5 Rue 
uon Dr. Sharp s Diſſertations, ſerves for a pro- 
7's arguing, from 
P. 14 to 27, againſt the diſtinction betwixt MR | 
and the other radical verb d: therefore let 


him look at zz as ſoon as it cometh out. But 


there are ſome few things, that deſerve a parti- 


cular examination. He, in order to ſhew there 


is nothing like two different roots in dh with a 
changeable *. and MX with an unvariable one, 
| and 


; EF 
and to prove, that there is no ſuch thing, as the 
unchangeableneſs of d in dg, which is produc- 
ed by Dr. Sharp as a parallel verb to "DN, the 
true root of c, inſtances p. 15, from Ezek. 
i. 18, x. 12, OH, ni; and adds Which 
« is a pretty plain proof, that n, in one 
« place, is D721 of the others: tho in one the 
* i 18 changed into . The former part is 
true; but the latter will appear falſe preſently: 
He cannot but confeſs, that 5213 (uſed in the 
= very ſame verſe with nz) is the ſame with 
25775 gabbihem; wherein the jod the cha- 
= racteriſtic of the maſculine plural, is ſuppreſſed, 
as well as the , the characteriſtic of the femi- 
nine plural, is in i Fabbotham (but here the 
＋ keeps ſtill the place of one of the characte- 
riſtics of the plural ). If then ng and 
723 be plural, as Mr. B— himſelf acknow- 
ledges; it cannot be thought, that either the 
H, in the former, is changed from , or the 
I, in the latter, is a radical letter; becauſe the 
and , the characteriſtics of the plural, either 
ſtand always after the 14ſt radical, or keep 
ſometimes the place of if. One could make an 
exception, that N23, and DONA are in the „in- 
gular number rather, than in the plural (for 
they may be juſtly queſtioned, becauſe of their 
charaferiftick's being concealed : Nay, I ſuſpect, 
that Mr. B— taketh them for a fngular, as 
far as I can ſeep. 1 5, I. 28). The reply would 
be ready by way of retorting upon him The 
N in regimine, even according to his own ac- 
org Eknowiledgment, 
1 | 


[7.1 


knowledgment, is changed into H but in , 
tho it be in regimine, the N is not changed. 
therefore it is an unc hangeable one. 
According to which reaſon the N, in BM, | 
would be a radical; and the N, in rn, now 
changed into D, would be either merely he?- | 
mantic, or a radical letter, but a variable one. 
But indeed both of them come from 953 Heb. 
and Chald. (and in Arabic is 251 gabs) not 
ftom gg; and to this anſwers another Arabic 
verb i: the laſt letter of which admits of 
no change in that language, any mare than the 
„ does in the Heb. UM. 
Mr. B— inſtances, p. 16. Wh, WR, which, 14 
he thinks, retain the 1, which in other inſtances 1 
is changed or dropped intirely. But, as he him 
ſelf owns, that the N (mutable) in regimine is 
changed into n, there are eleven places, wherein 
the N in d, being in regimine, is not altered 
at all; as Fer. xxxi. 23, l. 7» PTS ma manfio iu- 
i fitiae, &c. Upon this acenant I preſume to 
make the ſame diſtinction between m and my, {| 
as between dee and N. M with a mutable 7, © || 
coincides with the Arab. , alſo with eg, N; 
but n with an immutable g muſt be the ſame 
with another Ar. du. Then the former pro- 
perly fignifies immorari, &c. an habitation 
wWhhereſoever, whether in a tent, &c. or without 
Is it. And if it fignifies ever an houſe or tent, it 
| # a metonymical, and conſequently, a ſecondary 
ſignification. The latter contrarywiſe ſignifies | 
Rey elatum fal. eminuit aedificium; ſo an 


Louſe, 
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Bl houſe, Sc. and metonymically an inbabitation ; 


bur in an houſe, Sc. not in any place without it. 
So widely then they differ. , Ye come 
%7·/•W•e:8J 8 

His inſtancing ibid. theſe words, rr, 


my, ny, hn is nothing to the purpole; 
becaule thoſe are not in ſuch caſes, wherein the 
N ordinarily is, or muſt be, dropt. 6 | 
He fays, Pp. 17,—*<« In the produced inſtances, 


c the N looks as immutable as it doth in N, 


4 e and he ſhould be glad to know, what diſtin- 
&) *© tion can be laid down, which will take in 
e the one and leave out the other,” Not to ſay 
more; I aſk only, whether could he from the 
above inſtanced verbs derive or form ſuch plu- 
ral participles as, vy, Bn2y, &c. (inſtead 
of w), , viz. Dwy PYSy), as well as 
we do BPR, PM from NR, i;? 


And à little before, he ſays—< There is a 


plain Reaſon to be given why Ne ſhould re- 
ee tain its N in the plural maſtuline: becauſe 
< otherwiſe it would have been unavoidably 


« confounded with Sx, the plural of Ox: 


© for d and ox would have been fo 


&« alike, that they could not have been known 
JJ VV 
From my queſtion juſt propounded it is as evi- 
dent as can be, that from the root 5X, which 
now ſtands in our imperfect Hebrew Lexicons, 
and from which the learned Alb. Schultens de- 
duces the noun 5x, there can by no means be 
deduced ſuch plural participle as, d, but 
ſuch, YN, viz. 5x: Then co whether 8 


5 8 
be the plural of the noun d (in which the N 


is dropt) or of the participle , cannot but 


be plainly and neceſſarily diſtinguiſhed from 
Derbe, which is derived from another quite 
different root not now extant in Hebrew Lexi- 
cons, but preſerved ſtill in the Arabic tongue, 
viz, e. C/o Ne. 


5 He Urges P. 17 — 19, | that Og, | in Foe [ i. 8, ; |, 2 
is not deduced from , and ſays p. 18 — He 


&« ſhall ſet aſide M then a verb from d, be- 


© cauſe Nature, Grammar, and the context are 

on his fide,” I cannot ſee in what reſpect 
our tranſlation of e is againſt Nature. But IM 
what a monſtrous Grammar in Hebrew is this 
he propoſes, « N D There is lamentation © 
(like a virgin“? And what over-nice origi- 

nation is this x a! M me! being put toge- 
« ther (5x) may be a word for Woe or Lamen- - 


te tation?” 


As for the context: It is true, in this chapter 


the Prophet ſpeaks to all the inhabitants of the 
land, and uſes every where ( 2,3, 5, II, 13. 
14) an imperative verb of the plural number, 
excepting, that all our interpreters render x 8, 
in the ingular, — lament like a virgin; but they WM 
take it as being addreſſed collectively, to the na- 


tion of Fudab, I am indifferent about it, whe- 


ther it be collectiuvely ſpoken, or in the plural, 


like the other verbs: but if one ſhould inſiſt 
that the latter is more ſuitable to the context, 
I ſhould perhaps be inclined to think, that in- 
ſtead of N there ſhould be 15x ; fince not only 


WE. 


8 
the vis often changed into), but likewiſe the 
into *, by corruption. N 
According to this reaſoning too, do, whoſe 
plural imperative is M, is to be diſtinguiſhed 
from the other root 75x, whoſe plural impera- 
22% TO Rat 
Mr. B— ſeems to flatter himſelf a little, 
faying, p. 19—* But the point about N as a 
Verb derived from dN, is entirely given up 
« by fetching it from the Arabic h; for if it 
* come from the Arabic N, it is not from the 
Hebrew Nhe, and ſo the Arabic note (viz. 
ee that of the Doctor's, p. 15.) is in direct con- 
< tradiction to the reaſoning in the book itſelf,” 
I anſwer— One of the ſenſes of dN, viz. ge- 
muit, eiulauit, exclamauit prae dolore, is bor- 
rowed from the Arabic 5x8 or 55x; but its 
other ſenſe, viz. iurauit, &c. exactly correſponds 
with the Arabic 15x, or Ox ftrinxit, iuramento 
 vbſtrinxit, &c. According to both which ety- 
mologies the Nj in the Hebrew d& ſometimes is 
dropt, and ſometimes is changed into another 
J 8 


I muſt now obſerve (and I beg the Reader 


Vvould do ſo too), that this Script n J am con- 


cerned with is no leſs either unjuſt or unſkilled 
in the very Grammar, than raſh and zealous in 
a phantaſtic and ſubtile metaphyſical manner of 
interpreting the Scripture. It is only fit to be 
laughed at what he ſays, p. 19, —* He thinks 
« that TY (in Jud. xvii. 2.) is Hiphil, becauſe 
d the Jod, in the third order, as appears by the 
« Grammars and uſage, is the ſign of * 

$i What 


„ + 

What an inftance of groſs ignorance is here! I 
wonder he did not chuſe to be informed, either 
by Mr. Aboab, or by Mr. R-—e, or by any 


Janguine Grammarian elſe, that, beſide the Joa, 


the d, the characteriſtic of the Hipbil, is there 
_ wanting. VV 
This /anguine H nian goeth on p. 21— 
23, and becauſe he is not much enguiring into 
the ſtrict meaning of the words, ventures to con- 


_ tradict the very evident trutb, in explaining 


1 Sam. xiv. 24,—* The people were ditreſſed 
that day, for Saul „ had ated raſhly, fool- 


cc iſhly, with the people, ſaying, Curſe 4 þ 2 every 8 9 
s one that eateth bread till evening.” True, Saul WW 


had acted raſbly. But this ſanguine H——nian 
hath acted raſbiy too with the Scripture, not 


confidering that what is ſaid yf 27, 28, yawn, i 


YT charged the people with an oath, is an 
evident proof that d muſt ſignify, adjured. 
(He hath a#ed raſbly alſo, aſſerting, p. 34, l. 6, 
ſo manifeſt a falſhood.) Conſequently he is mi- 
ſtaken in affirming, that Ox is the ot of ON. 
And the rather, that the radical q, before a radi- 
cal N, never, as far as I have obſerved, is dropt. 
But he ſays “ the entire dropping of the N 
helps to confirm it, that , in this place, 
ce very probably cannot be rendered, adjured.” 
I have ſaid in my Reply to Mr. A—b, that, 
were 5x» in Hipbhil, the q could not be flung 
away, but ought to ſtand in ſtead of the cha- 
racteriſtical Jod of it, Then 5x! is in Kal, 
with the future tenſe of which the d hath no- 

1 . ba ting 


112 

thing to do: tho' ſome verbs keep it in the fu- 
ture. F DAY EL Pot LA 

I beg leave to put my Non placet on what 
the Script n ſays p. 23—“ The verb wioared, 
ein J Kings viii. 31, from dhe, may as well 
te be called a noun, as a verb in the infinitive, 
ce It hath juſt the ſame letters as the noun.” 
Nay, it certainly is an infinitive. But it is very 

indifferent to me whether it be or not. 
He ſays p. 23, 24—* There are two paſſages 
ee in Ho. iv. 2, and x. 4, of which the Doctor 
* fays it may juſtly be doubted whether hey be 
ec verbs; there ſeems to me no doubt of their 
ee being nouns, Particularly iv. 2, (which may 
cc“ be rendered two Ways, and either way) x 
« is a 7047 and not a verb.” Very well! 


Contrarywiſe Mr. Aboab contends p 16, 179— 
_< that in thoſe paſſages (particularly in iv. 2.) 
ee ye undoubtedly muſt be a verb,” 80 Dr. 
Sharp betwixt them two is ſafe: Inter duos 
litigantes tertius gaudet. Let then the two 
ſanguine H——1tans quarrel with one another. 
So far there appears to be no place for Mr. 
B. s concluſion (p. 24.) againſt this aſſertion of 
the Doctors h is formed like hg and 
e Other verbs, which have the mutable d, and 
* jn all the Inſtances where it occurs, as a 
verb undoubtedly, the 7 is wanting.“ 80 
the eſſential difference contended for betwixt 
e and & is evident, notwithſtanding all 
the exceptions brought againſt it. Conſequently = 
Mr. B—'s arguing, p. 25, is precarious, ground- 
leſs, and inconcluſive, 1 


Againſt 


. 
this Aſſertion of the Dr.'s—* There 
te is no 3 to be met with of the participle | 
« Pabul of any irregular verb ending in i, 
e in which ſaid participle the 7 is final,” Mr. 
B. produces, p. 26, ſome inſtances, derived 
from verbs which have what we call the mu- 
table N, and yet their pabul is ended with I, 
not with 1): as , T, eg, and from Exam. 
Exam. p. 74, My, eg, M1. Indeed N and » 
m are in Kal Benoni; and in pabul muſt be 
M (as Eſa. i. 5, Fer, viii. 18, Lam. i. 22.) and 
n, as 1 Sam. xxv. 30 (Chald ): And all wt 
reſt are feminine hal benoni, or the third 5 5 
fon of the feminine gender in the perfect tenſe ), 3 
in ͤ which caſe the third radical cannot ſtand 


thus, Nhe, rp, Mmmm, NNN, but thus, | 


beg, My, Tyr, ma, or thus, MRx2, may, &c. 
ſome of which are not only verbs, or adje- 
Fives, but ſometimes ſubtantive Nouns too. 
The fame I faid, in my Reply, of p19, which 
is for yu or cu or AX (cannot ſtand 
drr), from N or Ma compared with mm 
„ 
Let again the two fanguine H ans fight 
with one another. Mr. Aboab, p. 46, taketh TR, 
in Deut. xxix. 12, 14, for a villim; becauſe it 
1 is conſtrued with Y: And the other renders 
it, Execration. So theſe two combatants de- 
ſtroying one another, we are pretty ſafe. But 
that we may be ſtill more ſo; as I have checked 
the former, I cannot forbear reproving the other 


a Here ſometimes the 1 is changed into N. as Arb. * 
MM. or WA D 


5 too. 


- % * 
A, * 
+ 
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| [ 24 ] | 
too. He tranſlates that paſſage, p. 29,—** Keep 
« the words of this Covenant that thou ſhouldft 
et enter into covenant with the Lord thy God, 
* and into his Execration, which the Lord thy 
* God maketh with thee this day.—T make this 
« covenant and this Execration. He ſays alſo 
P. 28, © the: manner of covenanting was, that 
they foo and gave an 'ath; and bound 
et themſelves to each other for the perform- 
c ance of a covenant or contra. 
For what reaſon then is he pleaſed, in the 
paſſage juſt quoted, to render Execration ra- 
ther than an Oath? In which paſſage e is 
ſo expreſſive, that it ſhews the covenant to be 
ſo much more eſtabliſhed, as it is ratified by an 
adjuration obliging the people to keep the 
words of the Covenant; or, as if it were con- 
firmed by an oath : but then oath is to be un- 
derſtood here tropically, not literally, being 
put or uſed for the covenant itſelf, It is true, 
ſometime the covenanters, binding themſelves to 
the performance of the covenant, ſwear and uſe 
ſuch words which imply ſome idea of a bann, 
curſe, or execration : But it cannot be faid, 
that they always, or, all the covenanters what. 
ſoever, do ſo too ; therefore it would be moſt 
improper to think, that do muſt be rendered 
execration, wherever and whenever it is uſed ; 
fince it doth not expreſs ſuch an adjuring, tak- 
ing an oath, or ſwearing, as would always carry 
with itſelf the idea of execrating ; but it ſigni- 
fies ſometimes mere. and ſimple adjuring, or, 
TO MATE Ls: * 


a 


[ 15] 


faking | an oath, ſometimes curſing, and ſome- 
times both together, 


And that Mr. Bate's quoting, P. 28, Deut. 


xXxvii. 12, and Ferem. xi. 3, doth make no- 
thing to that manner of covenanting, he urges, 
will eaſily appear to any judicious Reader, RE 


I have anſwered to what he infers from "Howe, 


xxix. above propounded. He ſays, p. 30, — It 
e appears here that God did engage himſelf as 
&« a Party in the covenant with his People, and 

= perform his Part under an MN execration 
& or curſe. I anſwer, tho' God be a Party in 
the covenant he was, by his goodneſs, pleaſed 

to make with us his people (and however Mr, 

Bate would mitigate the ſenſe of , viz. 
e we muſt ſeparate from the word d, exe- 


& cration, or curſe, and ſo from the word 


« Aleim, Execrators or Curſers, that Harſh- 
© neſs or offenſive part of the Idea, the word 

* Curſing or Curſers gives to the Engliſh Ear, 
when we uſe the words as Tranſlations of A- 
&« Jeim, as a Name—of God—”), it cannot be ſaid 
without ſome degree of impiety, that Moſes (tho 


Mediator of the covenant and promulgator of 


God's law, this and others) had obliged or laid 
him, who is God and ſuperior to him, under 
an Execration or curſe, however mitigated, 
a4, « As if the Supreme Being was capable of 
e any further obligation, than what is con- 
te ceived to ariſe from the neceſſity of his na- 
« ture, in that he cannot deny himſelf, or be. 
« otherwiſe than he is.” Let Mr, Bate conſi- 
der the reſt too, which the Dr. as a pious Di- 


1 vine, 


[16] 
vine, e, diſcourſes, p. 41—43, cohtrary to what - 
| Mr. B— fays p. 37. J. 20, 21, and elſewhere. 
Mr. B— would forbear ſaying, p. 3 1— that, 
in Gen, xxiv. 41, Mealatbi ſignifies a Curſez | 
| had he been pleaſed to caſt his eyes on y 37: 8 
He would allo, p. 35, forbear rendering, in 
_ Exzek, xvii. 13, x execration ; had he looked 
upon the following verſes; wherein TR and 
ruin explain one another, Let this be com- 

pared with what I have ſaid above on Deut. 
xxix. 12, wherein Alah and Brith are joined, 
Let it alſo be compared with Fſalm cv. 8, 910. 
Il am indifferent about Gen. xxvi. 28. ' 
Let Mr, B— conſider what is replied, con» 
cerning ng P, to Mr, A—6. 
So after all theſe decla rations, 1 conceive, 
with ſubmiſſion, that, the paſſages cited by Mr. 
 C-— make as much for tbe proof of Aleim 
from Alah, in his ſenſe and Le e of the 
Word, as be thought they did: wiz, If no more, 
and, in his ſenſe of &c. and, as he thought ; it 
Is nothing but a mere chimera ; as well as what | 


| b faid p. 42. l. 179-20. 


Had I time and leiſure to urge the contrary 
to what is contended for, p. 38—41; this 
pamphlet would indeed ſwell to an immoderate 


ſize: therefore I hint only that this Script.: 


is ſo ſubtile a Metaphyſician and ſurprizing Ma- 
thematician, that he, p. 39, ſeems to conceive 
time, or ſucceſſive duration, to have been be- 
fore the: world was: otherwiſe there could be 
no room for his imagination of the Holy Tri- 


_ s covenanting in the manner he repreſents, 
He 


1 
He expreſſes himſelf, p. 43, thus — « Itisa 
« Miſtake to fay, That all the people and ſub- 
00 jets who took Oaths were as . ae Aleim, 
e as their Superiors. The people not 4 
Nor was the perſon whom &“ 
| Nay, the people and ſubjects, who root * 
muſt bave been Aleim, or Aluim, even accord- 
ing to Mr. H -s taking it for a pave par: 
ticiple, viz. execrated, and his rendering Deut. 
kx. 12, Thou ſho Ja enter into God's execra- 
5 tion. High 2 
How Ally ; and ridiculous is what Mr. 5 
fays—* Nor was the perſon, whom this cur/e 
te was denounced upon, a&ually and really ac- 
2 mn curſed « or execrated, and ſo was not mx "ll 
: Nay, if any perſon did not perform the condi- 
tions of the covenant, he was liable to the pe- 
| nalty, VIZ, r to the cur/e denounced 
upon him, and fo actually and really was exe 
crated (which may be confirmed by whit is ſaid 
7 5. 55, 1.8, 10, Curſed, is the os who ſuffers 
| The Curſe), conſequently was on. From 
| Mr. B.'s account follows alſo another 3 
God, as he is unalterable, cannot but per- 
‚ form the conditions for bis part, or the 2 1 
ö miſes he made; therefore he is not actually ex- 
> | ecrated, or liable to the penalty agreed for 
EI 2 breaking the covenant ; conſequently he is not 
: 


TOR Abſit blaſphemia 2 For I would have 
. ſaid 12K, not ON. ” 
$5 os. Further be lays—** The Perſon whom &c. 
* — was not e; but was yag).” This! 8 
i (viz. acco-ding to his account of Fe, that it 
6:3 © wp hgoines it 


f 18 1 5 
ſignifies a Curſe, Kc.) in direct contradiction fo. 
the reaſoning in d great part of. 1 the book itſelf ; 
conſidering, that PII bears nothing like the 
ſenſe of curff ing or execrating, or being curſed. _ 
Mr. B. is a little haſty, p. 47.—“ Either, he 
4 ſays, the Doctoi's manner of writing is leſs 
* perſpicurus than uſual, or he contradicts him- 
« ſelf, ſaying - 700 Elobin ſhould be a deriva- 
& tive from the root OR, ii may not take its 
7e meaning from the verb in Kal, but the verb 
in Hiphil.“ I fay myſelf the fame, viz, E- 
lohim ſhould be derived from the Kal Alab (n | 
as it ſignifies, 70 ſwear, or denounce a Curſe, Vary 
as it denotes, adjure, which is no leſs tranſitive 
than the Hiphil is uſed i in the Bible; (whcreas 
oftentimes the very Hiphil is no more extenſive 
or expreſſive, than the Kal is). But the Dr. 
doth not allow that ſuppoſition, and much leſs 
the thing granted by that Juppoſit 1 

From what I anſwered a little before, what 
to Mr. B. leems to be objcure, L 17521, 1 
but be plain. 

How. quick, or nice and witty is he at the 
bottom of this page ! Let him know, that when 
wie ſay, . ſome or other word is not extant now 
In the Hebrew tongue, or the Hebrew Lexicons; * 
we mean, it is not to be met with in the pre- 
{ent ſcanty remains of the Hebrew. Language, 
"but i is in the Arabic, 

There is a manifeſt contradiction 2 48, 775 27, 
"31, 32, and p. 49, J. 9 —© The Elobim can 
* make a covenant each with the others, and 

_ ſwear: 


* 
— 


[19 1 

te ſagear to each other ; but they do not bind 

« themſelves to each other.” 

"This is what is Jo largely ſpoken io in the 
courſe of this book, viz. whoſoever ſwears to an- 
other, binds himſelf 40 him, and particularly in 

the manner of covenanting, P. 28. 

Page 49. l. 9. 10 —“ The Elobim do not 
fut, to their Subjects. 

Did not they n. to the Patriarchs, &c.? 

Mr. B. is not well pleaſed (p. 50) with what 
the Dr. ſays—* The Promiſes or Oath feem 70 155 
baue no place before the world.” _ 

Mr. B. then deſerves the rebuke I charged him N 
before with, upon his p. 39. How groſs and 
rude he is, appears, ſince he not only doth not 
approve of the Doctor right explanation of the 
Pad and Covenant (Promiſes and Oath) of 

God, p. 50, J. 39—3g5 but gocth on p. 51, and 

aſks ſuch a auelhob, which gives juſt cauſe of 
defence. | 
1 His Anſwer 0 p. 54). to the Doctor's objection 
brought from p. 4.5, is no more ſatisfactory than 


if it were (and even it looks like) what our Phi- 5 
8 Iqſophers would ſtyle argumentum a baculo ad | 
n | angulum, If do is a Curſe, and it was cu- | = 
v | * ſtomary, by way of confirmation of their Co- | 
bs | « yenants, to fay, Let thoſe be curſed who do | 
- | « not keep them; then Aleim, will be, as it is a 


„ cc. perſonal noun, perſons who Rate ſo faid. And 
« Hloab will be, as it is a Participle paſſive, a 


T, « perſon curſed ;\ one who IS made, or to be. 
an 5 i 8 We. of 15 ct ” 52 


a "I . : * 
N N 5 % me - | - 
| : Ke ws... * W , 4 f N 
o . \ © * 
1 ; 
| 1 


4 * . ® 
4 * ” * + 7 * f 4 
4 —— — - . 6 & 1 4 * © 4 nel * = 4 p T8 
—.— _ —2 — ” "+ + : ” = U * 2 . * 1 « 
- — — — — — bh 4 = ES E 18 9 „ SET 
2 - 5 — Ins <> moon. — * a 4 b p i 
= — * —— 1 2 a - - — — — — —— — * > * \ 
3 * — * . <A, - 5 >. SY 4 = 2 * 5 4 2 
: 6 4 as I mY g - * P 3 * Nr —_— — m_ . 5 
* * + n 5 _ - "XX" Y 2 4 as z — * 2 


en 
— 
n 


l WI. ths 
at *; 8 5 7 N AP . * 
1 . * h 2 A 


&S: — * n 
** — A "XL 
Me OE EY — — — wer... in hoc 
325 e 0 * . 
F CBE WE. 


ſedly ; it's plural Elobim, his arguing, p. 
built on an opinion that only Cbriſt is to be 


(29) 


1 f is, as far as 1 can ſee here and in the two 


next pages, quite a new ſcheme : to wit, Aleim, 
being in Kal. Benoni, denotes Curſers, thoſe who 


denounce a Curſe, and Aloah being in Pabul- 
Kal, ſignifies curſed ; ſo that the Three Perſons, 


in Trinity can be ſaid Aleim; and the ſecond © 


erſon is not only comprehended therein, but 


is alſo ſtyled (which neither of the other is) + \ 


hah, Conſequently, perhaps, there i is in the Bible 
neither a plural for Aloab; nor a fingular for 


Aleim. If this be Mr. B58 ſcheme; he in- 
deed, who with ſome others reads S758, * 
leim, may go on with it pretty well: but, ſince, 
1 eyen of his own ſide, there are others who read 
it Alohim, or Elbim, as a plural of Aloah or 
Eloab, as long as they hold to it, there will be 
no occaſion for us to think of any other anſwer. 


Eſpecially, as he ſays himſelf, P. 30, that Mo. 


ſes is one of thoſe that are called Aleim, viz. de- 


nouncers.of a curſe: But there is no other ſingu- | 


lar for Aleim (Elobim) but Floh. 


Wherefore, inaſmuch as Eloab hath confeſ- 
& 4,7 If 


ſtyled Eleah, may be paſſed by at preſent, with- 
out giving ourſelves any trouble about it. And 
the rather, becauſe it is evident, that if bis con- 
ſtruction of Alah be unjuſt, as the Dr, bath en- 
larged upon it, be bath not Been engaged all this 


time with the Dr. but Purſuing. the Sing Iba 
dews of bis 0wn imagination. 


He lays, 2 Sh" DIR 1s never uſed” for 
LAngeli. 


1 2211 
« Angeli. But 1 have ſhewn the contrary, in 1 
my Reply to Mr. Aboab. N ee 2 
In anſwer to what the Dr. aſſert When | 
* it is uſed of idols or falſe objects of worſhip, 
this Idea” (viz. denouncing a Curſe &c.) 
«+ cannot be carried along with it,” he ſays 
(ibid.) Idols and falſe objects of worſhip can- 
e od called G in any ſenſe ue ' J<boues 
r N 
It is not the point, whether they. muy be ju 115 
_ called God; but why were they called 07 f. 
they were (as they really were) thought, by the- 


Idolaters, to be gods, as well as the Fehovah | | 


was believed, by fidel IſraElites, to be true One; 
then SR muſt have carried along with it the 

fame Idea in the Idolaters's mind, which it did 
in the mind of Iratlites. But chere was no ſuch” 
thing, that the Idolaters had been thinking of 
an Idea of Curſers ; whereas their gods or Idols 
never did, or could, denounce any Curſe; Then 
the Dr.'s Objedtion cited p. 59— When it is 
« ſaid of -falſe gods, that they are not Elobim, 
* doth it mean on that they have not ſworn . 
18 Juſt and not yet ſatisfied. 

To the Dr.'s other very juſt objeQion. led 
bid. When it'is faid, the Lord their Elobim, 
He is Elhim of Ebbim, and Lords of Lords: 
Although &. yet Elobim of Elobim cannot 
« import in either of the words fivearing or co- 
on venant ing in any ſenſe, Mr. B. anſwereth by 
this query—*« Why may not the latter word 
* (viz. Elobim) mean Kings as well as Lord 
* 8 ſo —Febovab is TE of Lords and King 

l 
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«of Kings; and Denouncer of the Curſe on thoſe . 
ho denounce it on others.“ Tho' I could 
ſay more than I deſign; but whereas Mr. B 


apſwered to the Dr. as I think, indirectly; fo: 
1 am pleaſed to reply indirect iy, by way of re- 


torting upon him He explains Elobim ſome- 

times to mean covenanters, or {wearers to à co- 
uenant, and that to one another; ſometimes, 

(as now,) Curſers, or Denouncers of a Cus ſe: 

Then one word may have (as Elobim hath) two 

meanings; which is directly againſt . 
Hor 8 Potion recommended p. 32, 33. 


To the Dr. 's Objection cited p. 60, he an- 


ſwers—. Why may not o and 71K (viz. 
„ Toſh. xxii. 220 io conſtrued differently, as 
c well as Fehovah and N when the two 
« words come together? ut Jebovab and 
Elohim never can be l in that manner, 
as Al and Elobim is here. Therefore the In- 
ſtance is not parallel. 


What is that for (ibid —* He ſuppoſes there 


« is a difference betwixt the Name of God's Na- 
ture, and his proper Name? Indeed 1 can- 


not gueſs, whether he ſays ſo in carneſt, or: 


 Trony? If the former : the Dr. maketh alſo dif- 
ference, as it is plain from the terms, common. 


and proper. If the Jatter : it is very unjuſt ; 
worthy ſuch a Legomachus, and purſuer. of. the 


| }Jying ſhadows of his own imagination. 


Moreover, if according to this Irony, there. 
15 no difference betwixt the common and proper 
Name of God; and (according to p. 61, J. 16.) 
4 * Elovim aaa may be; underſtood, as God- 

| 18 
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"REN | 31 
4e is called febovab of Hos; then Elobim 
(at leaſt in this caſe) doth' not convey with itſelf 
the ideg of, either ſwearing, or covenanting, or 
| denouncing a curſe, any more than ee 
| doth, which certainly doth none. 
— arthermore, Mr. Be, aſſerting (iti) that 
Eklobim of Hoſts may be uhderſtood; as God is 
& call'd—he'whoſe Jo uriſdiction, or under whoſe 
Power or whoſe. 
« Hoſts, moſt certainly is,” owns now what he 
was going to difprove againſt the Dr. viz, 
_ «When Elobim is joined with '&c, as Elohim 
« of Hoſts, it muſt ſurely mean his divine 
Being, be expreſſive | of his Dominion and 
« . 5 
Mr. B— ll adberes to wha he had infiſted Y 
upon at the bottom of 54, and expreſſes his 
mind, p. 62, thus“ The Word ing uſed for 
* God. Gen. xxxi. 42 — 53, the Dread of Jaac, 
« expreſſes ſomething not leſs harſh, than the 
« Execrator (I would ſay Eloah) *« whom 
* Iſaac worſhipped and acknowledged for Su- 
& preme.” Nay, it is leſs harſh, fince there is 
no barſhneſs in it: for betwixt TR to cur/e, or 
exec rate, and this Ind there is ſo much diffe- 
rence, as there i is betwixt, what the Divines call, 
ſervile fear and filial reverence of God. 
I proceed now top. 63—** However, I ſhall 
« venture to ſay, that 19. is nothing at all to 
« the Meaning of Elobi m, 1. e. the words have 
« not the ſame idea or Meaning. If they had, 
« it would be proper for the Dr. to ſhew it; 
« and when he hath done ſo, Mr, Cs Ex- 


« ception 


y, whatever is called 


[24] 

955 ception ſhall be withdrawn; z tilt he has done 
« ſo, it may ſtand.” I never could wiſh a bet- 
ter and properer Contract, than this, whoſe 
condition (he thought quite impoſlible, but in- 
| deed) is very eaſy to be performed. Therefore, 
previous to my laying before the Learned 
World that ſmall Contrivance I undertook: in 
the Originations of the Greek tongue, I cannot 
but produce one Specimen here, in a matter of 

ſo great conſequence. The Arabic IR figni- 

fies firſt to tremble, thence to regard with ad- 


miration and veneration, and ſo, to reverence. 


and worſhip. Alſo mn (Chald. ) ſignifies firſt 
tremuit, then trepidauit, ſo, miratus, admira- 
u fait, Kc. &c. Now both D Eloab, and 
nn zbeoh (viz: both in Pabul- Kal) muſt fignify, 
Numen tremendum, uenerandum, uſpiciendum, 
a Supreme Being to be feared, admired, rever- 
enced and worſhipped... It is known that if any + 
Greek word. be derived from ſuch an Heb. or 

Chald (&c.) word, which ended with N or 5, Ge. 
the laſt letter in the Greek becometh a g: So, 
I think, from mn? cometh «©», Numen colen- 
: dum, adorandum. It is to be obſerved, that 
u tremuit, differs, in its third radical, from 
the Heb. mn, fignavit,; as well as N from 
the other e. Now, I hope, Mr. B— is ſa- 
 tisfied; and doth not defire Kan more T. to his 
_ 6366. 


a] will 5. time hereafter a. upon i it; and it is to be 6 
ſerved, that MOR dani, and M N #remuit, in ſome reſpect may 
de * N + tag nfs LIES 

. How 


L 25 J 
. How haſty he is ſaying, Pp. 66, 67—* The 
0 Reply, that though ce be plural, it may 
« not have a plural fignification, moſt certainly 
te came from one who did not know what he 
ce was talking about.” Now, I confidered it, 
and venture to ſay (which, I hope, I do wich- 
out the leaſt danger of adminiſtring any oppor- 
tunity to the Socinians, &c.) that, tho it (viz, 
when it is uſed for true God) have a plural ter- 
mination, it may either have however I do 
not approve of what Mr Gittins in his Anſ. 
&c. ſays, All Elahim), or not, a plural ſignifi- 
cation; ſince it is uſed to be conſtrued with a 
ſingular verb, and therefore I render Elohim, 
| the. Deity, or the Being of Deity, or Divine 
Being, or Ens ee 2 as Cp) [eneftus, 
SIM virginity, 2) oy 5) adoleſcentia, &c. 
Page 67—“ The dennition of xs, that 
« follows from u, He that alone has Autho-, Wi 
« rity and Power ; and the other from Xupw, 
to exiſt, may comport well enough with Fe- 
« Hhovab either of them; but neither of them 
= with Ne, for e is not he that alone has 
« Authority and Power,” He owns the for- 
mer part: then I have to reply Lge latter, thus— 
Jehovah, as he allows, is the incommumicable 
Name — God; and xve ,es, as he owns too, 
comports well enough kts of it: But yet aue 
is uſed to be applied to others too beſide Je- 
hovab : Why —_ it not then comport with 
2718 alſo, which is common to A too * 
| eee 


— 


. (26): 
And he preſumes he might defire to know 
« by what rules in the Greek tongue xvgros is 
<« to be fetched from xypoc rather than rug, or 
etc vice verſa?” Kueyos from xvpes, and this from 
ku; as Nies, Aeg, At. Kupog ſignifies both 
auctoritas Plena, and then, auctoritas, only; i ſo 
 xvpiog, beſide its primary ſenſe, xugy i. Ee. 0 , 
denotes both auforitate plena, and, aucłoritate, 
pPraeditus. The former and the . ſenſe 
anſwers to u, the latter to Ne. 
Io the Doctor's Objection . If we would ; 
ce have an eye to the Majeſty of the Divine 
« Nature—lIt would ſeem far more reaſonable 
© to deduce d 7o ſwear, and Tx an oath, . 
« from e and SO God,” he anſwers 
ibid.)“ If Alab, to fwear, be borrowed from 
1 h God, then God and fwearer, will come 
„ from the ſame root, and ſo the Note fays it 
'_ « doth in Arabic, which is giving up the main 
I part of the Diſpute. | 
Giving up indeed! I fully replied to Mr 
Aboab, which 1 do not repeat 1 only add, 
let Mr B— look upon the reſt of the Do- . 
For's words, and let him not be ſo raſh, as to 
think the Dr would contradict himſelf ; ſince 
he ſaid / on this ſuppoſition, that, if there Was. 
n difference betwixt their third letter, 
Let Mr. B— conſider now, how we he look 
upon this new invented derivation &c. p. 68, I. 6. 
And I do not ſee how the Dr's Note on A- 
rabic can poſſibly ſeem to make for Mr. B. 
Ode in Arabic ſignifies God (alſo jurament, &c.). 
which” is e ſame wah the 1 I 172 
whic 
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1 271 
which cometh from N iurauit, &c. but ye 
N from, or is the ſame with, the Arab. 
Y N. 
Page 68 fan Mr B. The 8 of 
« an Oath, from an Afﬀeveration contilts, the 


Dr argues, in an appeal to God, and taking 


him to record.” * But he that fears takes 


4 not the Nature of God, nor his Sovereignty, 


e nor Dominion upon himſelf : He cannot be 
1 ſaid to become a God in any ſenſe; by an 
« appeal to him, or making him his ſurety or 
dbondſman.“ What a groſs conception is this! 
2 moſt certainly be doth not know what be 1s falk- 
ig about. 
And he ſeems (in the whole p. 69) to 155 like 
a perſon out of his ſenſes, But no wonder: 
becauſe he was blinded, a good while ago, and 
miſled by Mr Hon s Pojition above recom- 
' mended. . 
Plbid. Mr C—t's Argument to prove that | 
e thoſe Perſons who created the world had be- 
« fore that performed an a& which denomi- 
« nated them Elobim, is from its being /ard, 
« the Elobim created; which implies that they 
« were Elohim when they created.” The lat- 
ter part is true: but in anſwer to the whole I 
ſay — Our argument to prove that thoſe Perſons 
who created the world bad before that Nature 
or eternal Eſſence capable of being reverenced 
and adored which denominated them Elohim, is 


from its being ſaid, the Elohim created; which 


implies that £00 were Elohim when they | 
created, 


From 


| 23 
„ Noth what Mr B— fays p. 72—* The Co 
« yenant of Grace made between the Elobim 
was prior to the foundation of the world, and 
no Creature could be a Party there ; and 
P. 48, The Oath of God is relative to his 
« Creatures, and binds themſelves (viz. Elo- 
« him) to us, and us to them: and p. 28, 
% The Covenanters bound themſelves to each 
« other for the performance of a Covenant or 
Contract“: and p. 29, * Pronouncing thoſe | 
words, Curſed be be &c. and anſwering A. 
men, was the method of confirming and ratify- 
ing their Covenant &c; I argue thus—If 
either of the parties be not preſent when the 
covenant is made, and he doth not give any way 
his conſent to, he doth not at all bind himſelf to 
the other party, ſo the covenant is not ratified. 
The Minor and Concluſſon follows evidently. 
What can Mr B— anſwer now? I myſelf will 
help him then, and without the leaſt fear of m 
being obliged to yield The Ehahim, viz. the 
Deity itſelf was one of the Parties; and the 
e were Men. But inſtead of Men the ſecond 
Perſon himſelf, the Mediator hath anſwered 
and given a conſent. (To latisfy what is aſked 
P. 50, lin. 37 And ſo, in oppoſition to 
what is ſaid p, 48, Jin. 26, the Deity itſelf and 
the /econd Perkn our Mediator bound themſelves 
to each other. But we muſt not think of this, 
according to Mr H 's and Mr B—'s uſual 
groſs conception, Becauſe there was no occa- 
tion for any ſearing, &c. Dr ark * in the 
Tight, "4 41 &c. 
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I 
In a Treatiſe by itſelf I deſign to diſcourſe 
upon the Diſtinction betwixt dy and y,: 
Now therefore I proceed further. 
Page 82 18cited—** MR, 282 : The latter 
only is uſed to expreſs God's act of ſwearing, 
3 © throughout the Scripture”. Mr B— * 
The contrary of which we have ſeen ” 
I muſt op. then leave to be excuſed, it I can- 
not ſee. 5 
What is u cged 5. 84, . 16— to p. 85, 18, 
I think, is antwered already p. 60. 
Page 86 is quoted —*© We are not ſure . 5 
er ther MYR, ſignifies properly (- — or) the 
Being that ought only 7 be adored.” (to wit, 
Vo are not allure). Mr B anſwers—* Then 
— ce we are not ſure that there 1s a difference be- 
d twixt the participle active and the participle 
de paſſive. =p) is not paſſive ; adored 1s.' 
| Nay Elohim is in Pabul (as — Sy), 
E the Cbaracteriſtical) is, as it often uſed t o 
be, ſuppreſſed, as in cœ.igg, &c.. IE 
| Io remove what is urged p. 88—91, 93. is 
F beyond my buſineſs and defign : I hint only at 
preſent, that Mr B— is willing, P. 4 i, to con- 
| found 5x and , ſaying, we give to one 
and the ſame verb 75x all theſe ſenſes, to trem- 
60e, admire, worſhip; to bind, bind by an Oath, 
F 


and 70 bowl, to lament, 
Ibid. and 92, is cited —“ It was ungenerous 
e in Gouſſet not to acquaint the learned world 
„ how this Art of examining each word by the 
* vſage itſelß, without dependance of any Ver- 
„ fons, Old or New, might be attained to.” 
3 Mr. 


. 301 
Mr B— fays— © Mr H-——7 has kan: ſo 
« generous as to acquaint the unlearned world 
4 with this Art. The Learned have no need of 
the Teacher,” But (as Mr H had 
need of a Teacher, ſo) Mr B hath very much 
need of reading the learned Alb, Schultens's Plex 
_ againſt Gouſſetianiſm, in his Vetus S Regia Via 
bebraiſandi. 
Le me not, before 1 chſe my Remarks on 
: rx, paſs what does look like an Argument, apt 
to be retorted upon Mr B=, _ F 
He ſaid p. 76, J. 29—31—“ We from theſe 
* texts (viz. Luk. i. 68— and Heb. vi, 13—) 
% may fairly collect that the covenant of God 
* was confirmed by Oath when firſt made.” 
Then we may fairly collect too, that God's co- 
venanting (viz. confirmed by an Oath) with 
mankind was made after the creation: which 
directly contradicts to Mr B—'s own Meaning 
at the bottom of p. 70, nnd to dle reaſouing-1 in 
the book __— 178 d.. 


mo 


Mr. 4b: tranſlates the. Word *in ſome. 
times Purifier, ſometimes purification, and 
ſometimes victim; and yet, in applying them 
to the contexts, he cannot avoid offering ſome 
miſconſtruction: And Mr B.— renders only 
purification (very ſeldom purifier : and when 
he doth render purifier, he taketh it for a nean, 
not for a Perſon, as Mr A—4 doth); which 
he doth more properly, viz, according to the 
Rules of Grammar. £2 © 

| But 


—ůͤů— one TP — — 
>” N 1 


(3: 1 
inn cannot be-cendared purification 
neither, nor carry in it any idea of purification 


(excepting Fer. 11. 22 and Mal. ui. 2.) I have 


enlarged upon in my Reply tO Mr Ab—b, and RF 


| ſhown, without begging, as evidently as can 
be, that betwixt ] in Jer. and Mal. and 
rin elſewhere, there is ſo palpable and re- 


markable difference, as there is betwixt borith 
and berith or brith ; the former being certainly 
deduced from Ma, compared with v9 or WM, 


and Hm, and the latter from & or rr, com- 
2 pared with Yig and m: therefore I need not 
t it here; and the rather, that in a Treas 
tis by itſelf” I deſign, as I made promiſe, to 
diſcourſe upon it, (And fo Mr B—-'s Demand, 
p. 146, L 12—15, will be ſatisfied.) ) 15 
I ſhall then examine as briefly, as poſſible, 
what Mr B— aſſerts of py19 and nn. But in 
the interim it is to be obſerved, he both in 
the preceeding Head and in this ſeems to be 
inclined to think that ber:th ſignifies covenant. 
Nay, he allows it p. 158, J. 29 

I paſs to p. 101. J. 8 Carath, wheres 
ce eyer it is uſed, except with Berith, ſignifies 
* univerſally Zo 2 or cut off,” But 11 Chron. 
v. 19,, vi. 16,, vil. 18, by itſelf, ſignifies 70 co- 
venant, viz, the fame with Carath berith. 


Page 102, J. 279-33 — © If the De take 


« the advantage of this ſuppoſed Conceſſion of 


« Mr C—'s, then he muſt allow that Mr 
« C— has produced one Place in Scripture 
e where Alah is uſed for God's oath; and he 
. muſt retract what he lays P. 78, that yaW2 1 
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[ 32 ] 
« only uſed for God's act of ſwearing through- 


 < but the Scripture. And a great deal that is 


« built upon that Aſſertion falls with it.” And 


No ſuch thing. You own, FEY his manner 


of covenanting was, they either Alain a victim, 
&c. or took an oath and bound themſelves, &c. 
(I add, a writing and ſeal), But you are in a 


miſtake, if you think, they never could, or 


p. 103, 1.6, © the greater part of his other Dif- | 
« ſertation is overthrown”. 


uſed to, make any covenant or contract, with- 


bis oath (or covenant) imply God's ſwearing, 


any more than the houſe of the Lord, or his ſa- 


erifice, implies his 6u1/ding or dedicating, and 


out doing either of them. The contrary of 
which is ſuggeſted by the Dr p. 138. So then 
doth Berith and Alab might ſignify metonymi- 
cally, covenant, without either of thoſe man- 
ners being made uſe of. Moreover doth Y 


offering it; ſince Salomon built the Temple and 


it was called his, and, becauſe he dedicated, &c, 


to God, it was called the houſe of. God; (ſo the 


facrifice &c.): So Alatho, his oath, is called 
the oath both of the people who has taken it, 


and of God, becauſe to him it hath been made. 
So there is no place for what 1 18 laid! in the top 
of p. 104. 
Page 104, J. 8, 9, 3 7 hat ye ſhould enter into 


« his execration.” Then they, before they ei- 


« ther performed or broken the conditions of 
the covenant, were actually execrated ! - 
Behold, how favouring Mr Hs Poſi- 


ries maketh Mr B— offer ſo. ſenſeleſs a con- 
6c « ſtruction, 


- 


P. 105 J. 1. © cut off a Purification ' ! 


© Purification of Fehovah your God, and into 
5 « 515 Execration.“ Doth it not imply a con- 
5 tradiction? 


frequently a fob literal tranſlation, I beg ear- 
to Mr A. 


e jnſtances WK is the ſame as WKY cut, iux- 
ta, ſecundum,  quemadmodum — Take WZNfe 
ce in the Place in diſpute in the (ſame) ſenſe. 
c The Dr will not call this an arbitrary In- 
40 terpretation of Wie, for ſince it bath this 
ee ſenſe in other places, it may have it here 

( Deut. xxix. 12)—(then) Carath doth not re- 
« late to Alah; and the Dr hath failed in his 
« attempt to prove that Berith may in one text 


% Purification annexed ; and Carath in another 
& he rendered to wake without conveying the 
ec notion of cutting oft. 


Berith and Alah are governed of the ſame verb 
Caretb. So Mr B— needed to have carried his 


11 


en, ib. I. 10, © as, or, according to what 
« yo God hath cut off with you to day” and 


Thid. J. 22, 23—* Ye ſhould enter into the 
Becauſe I am quite tired with meeting ſo 


neſtly Mr B—'s * to read "my Reply 
Bid. 1. 16, 18, 25—27, go In various 


« be tranſlated Covenant without any Idea of 


But the other Champion inſiſts that both 


quick eyes only to 14, MANN MD DIR 9 
tet N He Heen I make this covenant and 1 


this oath, And fo be hath failed in his Attempt 
10 prove that Carath doth not relate to Alah ; 
and therefore we call his interpretation of WR, 
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in 12, an arbitrary one. Conſequently the 
. Dejirulty is not got over. 


3 


Page 105. l. 28 — za, we agree. 5 

Tbid. l. 34, he contradicts Mr H 
quoted by the Doctor p. 118, J. 3, 4. 

I do 5 know, nor doth he himſelf, what 


he i is talking about p. 106, J. 1—4—. 


Page 109, 110, he ſpeaks in ſuch a Glly 


manner (e. g. Then the unſpired tranſlation, 
* and not the inſpired Text, would have become 
e the Rule of Faith, &c, &c. ), that I cannot 
help biding him put the Hebrew text into te 
hands of, any illiterate, but the moſt zealous 


Qaaker, or nen F and try what he could do 
8 with „ 


Page 110, 1115 We may therefore fn 


r reaſon to conclude that (in Mal. iii, 2.) 
* c οο is not Fullers, nor M2 ſoap ; the 


words only ſaying, the Purification of Zhoſe 


that waſb or are waſhed; all the reſt (viz.— 


Fuller — ſoap &c,) is the mere opinion of 
« the Tuuntlans, who hath no right to impoſe 
« his own opinion on another; &c.”, I allow 


Mr B— that no body hath right to &c. And 
is it not Mr B—'s mere opinion, that perhaps 


the inſpired writers never uſed a tropical mean- 


ing of any word, or phraſe, taken from the 
Faſhion, manner, acpion, &c, of any nation, trad- 
ing people, &c, or from the property, circum- 
fance, &c, of any trade, action, inſtrument or 


mean, &c, and conſequently he muſt grant to 
me chat be bath no Ml to e his own obi- 


men 


[35] 
nion on another, but ought to leaye it to him- 
; Rl, 
Page 1 14—5 The purification of thoſe who 
0 were waſhed was fire, blood, with cedar ang 
r „ byſſop, ſalt, oil, &c.“ 


5 I aſk, whether any of theſe means, or even ; 
© al of them put together, may immediately as 


they be ſpoke give ſuch a clear ſenſe or idea of 
= purification, as the general name mor, ſmegma, 
„Jaap, doth? Vet J fay, if, amongſt any nation, 
any well known mean of waſhing or cleanſing, 
as the nitre (and pot-aſh, which I take to he the 
boritb in Fer. and Mal. as I began to diſcourſe 
in my Reply to Mr A-.: Sq Mr B's com- 
plaint p. 129, J. 25 &c, I hope will be ſatisfied) 
os the hy/op &c, be made uſe of; it is more 
proper to expreſs it by it's own name, than 
by max, ſmegma, ſiap, deterfive berb, or, as 
' Mr B— would have (whip is not lo plain), 
by purification. | 
= ” Did at the bottom — He ſhall be like 
e the Fire ſearching, and like the e 
% fion of them that are waſhed. 2 This- 1 
am not inclined to approye of at all; becauſe, 
firft, the latter member, as it is rendered in 
the paſſive, doth. not fo well ſuit with the : 
former, and with the very context; 2%, in 
the former there is a compariſon taken from 
an inſtrument or mean to act with, but in the 
latter it is taken from the very Heli dane 
or to be done in the %%. Can it be ſaid 
then, that Chriſt is liłe 12 of them | 
. ew are waſped. 3%, ty is more exprefive 
tg 
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[ 36 ] 
to uſe there, as we do, the inflrument or 
nean (which is ready for executing the effect) 
than the ect itſelf. 4, The fyle is not 
ſo fine and emphatical; and agreeable to the 
Hebrew, tranſlated 100 literally, as metaphort- 
cally. And this is what Schultens urges in his, 
above mentioned, Plea againſt Gouſſetianiſm. 
| Page 1175—*« But what the Doctor means 
* by the Diſtinction, the ſenſe of ſmegma, ſoap 
« or even Purifier in general, is not ſo true, 
* becauſe the ſenſe of Smegma is Purification 
* in general ; and he makes a Diſtinction where 
there is no arfference.” Nay there is. Is it 
not more general, if I ſay, mean of cleanſt ih by 
than if I ſay, /eap? for not only the ſoap is a 
mean of cleanſing. And ſmegma is a certain kind 
of mean of cleanſing, which you cannot purify 
the water, fire, "metal, ſugar, &c. with. 
How prettily plays Mr B— (ibid. l. 22—30) 
purſuing mighty well #he Hing e of 5 
* 02077 imagination | | 
It is quoted p. 1 18 If the context requires 
d that n ſhould be twice rendered by a 
« cleanſer; the context doth alſo in a great 
number of places require that it ſhould be 
© rendered by covenant, or ſome word that is 
« equivalent.” 
From theſe very laſt winds of the Doctors : 
Mr B— is pleaſed to argue (7, 18.) thus 
* Now, if cutting off a clean creature in order 
4 fo cleanſe with its blood the Perſon admitted 
ce into the Covenant of God; and bind Perſons 
by the hopes of that. Purity or Purification, 
| cc to | 
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* to keep their contracts in matters of conſe 
te ſequence, with each other, and making them 
« One, by partaking of the ſame Blood, were 
vc cuſtomary, then cutting off a Purification, or 
« ſlaying that which is to purify, is equi va- 
ent to making à covenant,” It is much the 
fame to what I have anſwered in my Reply to 
Mr A5. And I fay of this in general, that 


it is far fetched : In particular; if it be equi- 
*valent to making a covenant, whether may theſe 
words, 79 cleanſe with its blood the Perſon ad 
ind into the covenant of God, be ſaid of any 
Heathen, which ever made any covenant either 
with a Believer, or with another Heathen; 
ſince there are not few inſtances of ſuch a cove- 
nant juſt declared, but nothing like a covenant. 
made with a God: And more particularly ; if 
it be equivalent to making a covenant, whether 
nevertheleſs it will ſtand with ſenſe and reaſon, 
to apply it to the bruzes alfo ? For, Gen. ix. 10, 


&« God eſtabliſhes his berith not only with Noab 


„ and his Family, but with every living Crea- 
«© fure that is with them, of the fowl, of the . 
c cattle, of every beaſt of the earth.” 


So there is no room M all for your Hattoriog 


yourſelf ſo much, p. 1 


Page 118. . vr Pſalm 5 5, thoſe that 


e have cut off my purification by ſarrifice,” It 
giveth nothing more than ſenſeleſs ſenſe, 


Page 124, l. 5 — $0 is V a general word, 
* and includes all the Clean/ers in Nature, and 


. « what is expreſſed by all the other words put 
« together. T o the former I anſwer from the 


Doctor! 8 


7 re 


L381 
Dodtor's page 1 8 «« m2 (or d) is never 
te uſed in Scripture, of puriſication, by a ſacri- 
” or by any other ceremonial obſervance 
te (though the Law abounded with ſuch rites) 
« but words from m and Nn. And one 
« would have exſpected &c.” To the latter it 
will be ſufficient now to anſwer only, that it is 
directly oppolite to Mr H——' s 3 above 
recommended. 
Page 124. J 3—5 — is applied to Words 
« in making a thing plain or clear, to declare; 
« not ſimply ſpeaking or telling a thing, but to 
« illuſtrate or make plain, Eccl. ix, 1. This 
« ſenſe of N maketh nothing for them _ i 
<« interpret Berith with reſpect to talking ; a 
« Covenant is not an Explanation or pb | 
« þ of any point.” The firſt part we grant: 
and conſequently this ſenſe of M maketh for 
them who interpret Berith with reſpect to talk- 
ing; a Covenant is an e l or Gere 
up of any point alſo. 

Lid. l. 29, 30, 39— © m2 is applied to 
« Things or perſons, either as picked or culled 
« out, or which are without por, or blemr/h, 
« ſo perfect (add; ab antecedente, aut a conſe- 
* grente, aut act iam). This picking out or 
« culling, taking the beſt from the worſt, if it 
« do ſignify fo, maketh nothing for them who 
&« fetch Berith from M /elegit,” The former 
we grant alſo, and affirm the contrary of the 
latter. But by this and that we do not give 
up our derivation of Brith from , n, &c. 
_ tho both Th or MN, and NN or 25 il 

, nity 


* 


39 1 


| nify both fo chuſe, and declare, nevertheleſs 


they may have different Ideas, I do not diſpute 
here, whether 70 chuſe, be the primary or, as 


vou would have it, the ſecondary fignification 


of 119; only ſuppoſe it to be primary ; yet it 


may be diſtinguiſhed from the leading ſenſe of | 
NM, . Your own aſſertion, p. 125, J. 5—8; a 

and p. 148, J. 11— 13, is of ſervice to me“ 
s maychuſe whom I will bargain with, and what | g 
Terms I will bargain on, in many caſes ; But 


e this chuſing is not the ſenſe of B. w which is 
« culling out good from bad, i. e. cleaning 


„ what is ſo culled out, ſeparating from Mix- 
ce 


tures, or taking forth the precious fiom the 
vile. The firſt part of which I take to be 


the capital ſenſe of 1 4 MI, and that is in 
favour of what I have conjectured i in my Criti- 
cae Animaduerſiones, & xiv. p. 22. But this, 
whether it may or may not be ſo, is not 


aſſerted in prejudice againſt what is quoted 
and faid at the very bottorn of: your p. 155, 157, 
and 156, J. 10. 

What I have quoted, a little before, from 
p. 124, J. 31, alto helps me to make a diſtinction 
betwixt , Mg fo declare, and N, AN 70 
declare : The firſt ſignifies, not fimply, to Jpeak, 
or tell a thing, but to illuf rate, or make it 
clearer or plainer ; The latter, to ſay barely; 
and this is enough in making a Covenant, where- 


in the articles are to be declared or expreſſed, 
tho' ſometimes alſo explained. 


And all this ſerves for an anſwer to 7. 149, 


250, and to the bottom of 156. 


- „„ 


tel 


Page 125, J. 14—16—* I do not find that 
te AN is ever uſed in the Brble 1 cutting; 
« Ng, which is another Word, is once or 
& twice conſtrued fo, and by Blige 1 1 80 
We do not make a diſtinction betwixt them 
any more than betwixt the right and left hand; 
and if a little more but ſo much, as berwixt _ 
the taſte and ſmell, 
Lin. 17 —< There is no proof at all that 
yy is from . Nor doth any body think 
fo: but it is from n. Gen. xxxv. 16, 2 
Pon about; or, but a Segment, « or ' parcel of 
| ground, 

The Articles laid Hs p. 126, 125, are al- 
ready either granted or anſwered. And before 
the Conſeguent of the 5, viz, «© That Chrift is 
* expreſsly called Berith, the Creature therefore 
1 that was his type muſt be a Berith in the 
« ſame View, though not to the ſame degree, 
can be allowed, the Antecedent ought to be 
proved. Which is not yet done, that I know 
of. 
 Pagenz2 gc We are as ſure that Mn is 3 
* 25 as WE are that purification is trom pu- 

Via. mn. But alſo we are as ſure 
Pd FP (viz. berith) is from X95, ru, &c. 
as we are that cutting, or laying, chuſing, de- 
claring. &c. is from cut, or Hay, chuſe, de- 
clare, &c. See my Reply to Mr A—, 

As for II Chron. xvi. 2, 3, Mr B— fays p. 
13 * As they joined in this Ceremony (viz. 
« in cutting off a calf) ; Benbadad, as an hea- 
jo ew N thought not of Chrift in tbe 

wh «* SaCtly 


[41] 
v Seide as Aſa King of Fudah no doula 
did“; and p. 1 er This ceremony of 
« joining in a Sacrifice was certainly underſtood 
e to mean ſomething more than going to a Sa- 
crifice by themſelves; they purified them- 
e ſelves in order to make peace with God.” 
As I have obſerved above, there was in the | 
Contracts or Confederacies no need always to 
make uſe of any accuſtomed manner or cere- 
mony of covenanting; ſo whether theſe Princes 
have made uſe of the pretended ceremony, viz. 
cutting off a young bull, is very uncertain: So 
far then Mr B—'s contending for their having 15 
| ſprinkled tbemſelues with the Bull's blood, in 
order to purify themſelves, upon the articles of 
the Agreement, is precarious. 
Further, it is even inconſiſtent with Reaſon 
to imagine, that, tho Benhadad, being an hea- 


then, did not think of Chriſt, &c, yet they : x 


Joined and purified themſelves in order to make 
peace with God, Whether each of them with 
his own God; or both with the ſame (viz, either 
with: the Ala or with Benbadad s)? The 
latter cannot be ſaid; becauſe the Turk doth 
not regard my God; nor I his. If the former; 
then Mr B—'s manner of writing (to mate 
peace with God) is as obſcure and improper as 
can be. But the former cannot be ſaid neither; 
viz. as it cannot be ſaid that 4ſa joined with 
Benbadad and purified him 1 If in mY to make _ 
peace with God, becauſe ſuch an act of divine 
ſervice (as Mr B— calls it), being performed 
jointly with an infidel, is * to * . 
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but to make a confederacy, or a league, and ra- 
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(42) 


fo world have thought Benbadad of his making 
ſacrifice joined with Aja, 


Then the primary end of their cutting a butt 


and ſprinkling tbemſelves with its blood (ſappoſ-' 
ing they did ſo) was not to purify themſelves in 


3 


tify it in order to overcome the King of Hrabl. 


The former (viz, to purify &c.) perhaps might, 
or might not, be either Conſequence of, or n- 
nected with, the latter; to wit, according to 


their having either performed « or broken the : 


” league, 


What is fajd above p. 119, 120, is to be re- 


2 ferred hitherto—In order to confirm the co- 
ee venant they made, t 


ey flew a Calf—, 
e ſprinkled themſelves with its blood, ſo puri- 
« fied themſelves; fo reconciled themſelves to, 
Hand made one with, God by the blood of Chriſt.” 


Whether it may have place in Benhadad's cove= : 


nant or league; Mr B— himſelf may as well 
judge, as I. 
So far Mr B— hath failed 1 in his Attempt to 


prove that berith carries primarily the Notion of 


purification. 


As for Fob v. 23, Ti hou Hale be in League 


with the flones of the field, Air B ſays, p. 13 3 


* Tt is a ſtrange and forced Metaphor.” 
Is it more ſtrange and Keb than what is 


Pal. xix. 14? 


16.—“ It is unnatural to talk of bargaining: | 


with the Stones,” 


10 to 


( 43 ] 
| it more unnatural, than to bear the voice 
of what hath no ſpeech nor language ? 
. 1b. —< It is ſeemingly unneceſſary metaphor, 
e for what burt do they do us? Not to com- 
plain againſt my good God, rather to humble 
_ myſelf, I remember what hurt they did me more 
than once, when I was ive or fix years old: 
But, I hope, according to P/al. xci, 11, 12, my 
peace made with them will continue, both li- 
terally and figuratively ſpeaking. 
M bat hurt do they do us! O ſtony heart ! 0 . 
gos conception ! Such a Divine / He puts me 
in mind of, that the Divine may be either di- 
vine, or Kc. He thinks it is enough for him 
5 to preach, and tead the prayers, in the 1 15 
And, becauſe he is better or more pious, 5 
Job ot his children were, he cannot be afraid, 
chat à great wind would come from the wil der- 
nei, and ſmite the four corners of the cbapel, or 
of his own v Douſe, or that any earthquake would 
_ cauſe it, or one ſmall piece of its ſtones to fall 
upon bin 3 &c, What would His Lordſhip, the 
truly zealous Author of that Letter written 
upon the occaſion of the late Earthquake, think 
of ſuch a divine Divine? | 
Right, this divine Divine means the flones 
of the field, 
Goliah could not hang thought, F how be » 


could be hurt even by the help of a ing. 

This divine Divine imagines, there is in Eng- 
land, according to his geography, no more 
Rock beſide that of Yincent's over againſt the 
Hot-Well near Briſtol; and he thinks, he may 
| 22 avoid 
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150 . 


avoid the danger every where elſe. &c. But 
metaphorically: He knows very well, he ne- 


ver will hippen to meet with any impudent 


Collector or a cruel highwayman who would 


vex him barbarouſly, &c. Which, and ſuch 


whatſoever, I wiſh to no body. Let all, eſpe- 
_ cially the Lovers of God, be in Peace even 1 with 
21) the flones of the field! 


So this divine Divine, not caring for our in- 


terpretation, is pleaſed to offer us Mr Gittins's 
molt eaſy and natural explanation — 


Ibe flones of the field will be thy purification: 


«© With 


tc to wit, God ſhall through that Purification 


mellow the barren. ground thou ſoweſt, and 
give thee fruitful crops.” The Original then, 
I think, would run more properly thus There 
will be thy purification (not By, with, 1 . 


ND From the ſtones of the field. According to 


that Mr G, eaſy and natural explana- 


tion, the latter member of this Y, The beaſts 


of the field ſhall be at peace with thee, could 
be as eafily and naturally explained too, viz, 
when thou fillt the ground, the plowing 
oxen, or horſes, alt obey thee ! N atural  expla- 


nation | 
1bid.—* They (ſtones) are on many accounts 


ec extremely uſctul and where they lie too 
4 thick upon the ground may be picked up 


ee and thrown aſide for uſe.” 


Goliab's (word was on many accounts ex- 


tremely uſeful to him, it might be picked and 
drawn out of its ſheath for uſe, But how was 
it at laſt made uſe we ? | 


Is 


Tre.1; 
Mr B. quotes the Doctor, p. 1 Leah Or, 


« if ſuch Rite or Ceremony may be ſuppoſed = 
(as what may not be ſuppoſed, when one 


8 hath a mind to it, that is not impoſſible ?), 


yet it amounts to no more than a n N 


fſuppoſition. 


And he objects The Note and Text con- 
cc tradict each other, and therefore there ſeems 
« ſome Reaſon to ſuſpeet that they are from 
« different hands.— It is evident the Author of 


4 the Text, and the Annotator, looked diffe- 


4 rent ways.” I cannot ſee any ſuch * 2 


Mr B— then ought to have ſhewn it. 


The Doctor is quoted, p. '142—* Now, in 
Fer. xxxiii. 20, 25, Cn ſeems to fignify 
the ſame with PN, 4 ſtatute.” Yea it is the ; 


ſame. See my Reply. And Mr B— fays, 


It ſeems ſomewhat unneceſſary for the 


« Doctor to ſeek for any other ſenſe of Berith 


te here than Covenant. Since God might as 


«© well make a covenant with the day and night, 


“ in the behalf of Man, as with the Beaſts of 


e the field, in Ho. ii. 18. 
It is true, covenant may ſtand there: But, 


ſince it is ſo widely underſtood, confidering the 175 
manner, circumſtance, nature, courſe, effect or 
| conſequence , of it; it is proper to. expreſs it 
ſome times, as now, particularly: whereas 10 
make ordinances and. fatutes is one of its conſti- 
tuent parts, concerning the circumſtance and 
nature of it. And from hence ariſes the idea of 
the flature and ordinance, which God appears 
in 14668 to have appointed to the Day and 


Night. 
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[46] 5 
(Let it be conſidered here, that Mn, 
&c. the very root of b&rith, beſide its primitive 
meaning, / ſignifies alſo, ordinauit, diſpoſuit ). 
Then Berith, in Fer. carries along with it an 
idea quite different from that in Hoſ. which in- 


deed ariſes from the very ect or conſequence of 
 thecovenant, viz, the peace. This is to be com- 


ponent oo AY. 5. 
n what Mr 8 Fe I faps 5 
&* poſe the Doctor will allow that Berith is not 
& ordinance or flatute in Hoſ. becauſe making 
© a ſtatute or ordinance with the beaſts, is not 
«« Senſe,” is allowed. Th 
Page 144-— © Making an ordinance with 


« Day and Night.” Not ey with; but, mak- 
ing the ordinance of the Day and Night, in like 
manner as, what Mr B— hunſelf ms, ap- 

N pointing the ordinances of Heaven, 


Page 150, (157, 158, . 4, 5)— * How: the 
« comes to be dr or whether any one 


e inſtance can be d dee of the like deriva- 
« tion, as this of FyO from * is . 


<« to be. 

What I have anfoered to p. 125, J. 14—16, 
may ſerve here. Moreover it is unneceſſary to 
aſk, whether the x ſometimes is dropped, or 
whether N, 7, „are changed into one an- 


8 Pn doth: not occur, Prov. xvi 8 
*« 19. But it doth xix. 18. ) 


Bid. TypR 1/a. xiv. 11, is in regimine, or 


| a: the Geniti b of pri. we The former 1 is true: 


nl 
But the latter cannot be: it is conſtrued with 
Genitive, but itſelf cannot be Genitive. 
I gave an account in my Cenſurer Cenſured 
(viz. Reply to Mr A—) how yu, Fav. 
rr, e. PAN, &, is for MMI, MIL, 
mw, Way, man, &c. So, L hope, p. 150, and 
the top of 55 will be fatisfied, 
Page 151, l. 179—* I propoſe 2 for the ood, 
« and not Vn, becauſe one 5 is as many as we 
e want, and as many as uſage gives it, in near 
1 chirty places out of the "OW odd the word 
4 occurs in.“ 

True, it occurs with one Y in twenty-five 
* wherein the latter 7 is dropped; but it oc- 
curs alſo with two d in nine places, and that in 

 Pabul, viz. , ra, Mn: Then it is in- 

ß diſputable, that n muſt be the root; becauſe 
the characteriſtic of the Pabul ſtands always be- 
fore the laſt radical. 

(Hereby you may be put in mind of that 
Me cannot come from M., p. 82, I. 7; but 
from De). 

It is to be recatiatied and ahead what I 
have ſuggeſted above (and in my Cenſurer Cen- 
ſured), that any root, whole to latter letters 

are the /ame, is of the very ſame primary ſigni- 
/ fication with another root, the middle radical 
of which is) (or &, or); and never with what 
ends with 71: So u and Mg are the fame, 
compared with Meg and Y. Conſequently whe- 


So why i is the ſame with Gy and boy; and nothing like 
nby. And I beg here to propoſe my ſentiment ; which, as 
far as I Know of, is quite povelty. am inclined to think 


ther 


„ „ 

˖ÿ;t A. 
WL ther the latter 5 in Y, or the d, „, in the 
1 reſt, be dropped, it will come to juſt the ſame. 
3 . Had Mr, B— known this rule, he could not 
21 bh have confounded, p. 155, /.'15, M or 39, 
En. [the root of 2w Deut. xxx. z), with Nx. 2 
el Ibid.—“ I do not know whether the diſtin- 
d Ction of the mutable and immutable d, in the 


_ « firſt of theſe learned Diſſertations, can be of 
« any ſervice to me on this occafion ; it is cer- 
e tain however, that the N, in all theſe words 
_ & produced by the Doctor, p. 108, is not immu- 
«fable, and conſequently not radical upon that 
I do know, that it can be of no ſervice to 
” ORC ulſr, nents 
8 Whether according to the Doctor's or your 
own opinion do you ſay— is not immutable and 
conſequently not radical? Were the Doctor of 
this opinion; there was no occaſion for him to 
diſtinguiſh betwixt an immutable radical d, and 
a mutable one; only ſay, radical and ſervile m. 
And if you purſue (here too) the flying ſhadows 
of your own imagination only; you contradict 
' yourſelf : becauſe you ſaid above, p. 14, 15, 20, 
and 150, that the N in de, Ng, MH, rn is 
changed, or changeable”; and yet, p. 1 53, l. 28, 
29, ſay, that the in them is radical. 
' How inconſiſtent alſo is Mr B— with him- 
ſelf p. 152, I. 1-4, compared with thoſe two 
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that dp, what we render, burnt-offering, is derived from 
WM &c, rather, than from y: .conſequently it is a /in fer- 
ing, upon the ſame account as NH and WR. When the 
time requires, I will ſupport my Opinion with arguments as 
far as it will be poſſible. _F 5 FI rt 

N lines 


8 & © 


LEO 7 


lines juſt quoted, If the d be ever entirely 
Aropped, neither ſupplied, nor changed“ into 
any other letter, and this very frequently, 
* what rule have you to make it radical) by? 
We may call the N radical in M1, Ma.” 


He happened to drink too much of the water 


of Forgetfulneſs ; and he forgot already what he = 


ſaid above y. 15, J. 28—< and another Defle- 
% &10n or two might be brought, to ſhew that 


the di is dropped in 721.” I ſhew then in 
another Champion's Field, four places, at leaſt, 
Exel. xvi. 24, 31, 39,, xliii. 13 ; wherein (ac- 
cording to Mr A-) the di is dropped entirely, 
neither ſupplied, nor changed into any other let- 
ter. To the ſame purpoſe Mr B— produces, 
p. 153, J. 19, Han from ne. NowTam 
mighty well pleaſed to put into form what Mr 
 B— fays,—If the N be entirely dropped, it is 
not radical; but the N, in 353, N, is entirely. 
dropped; therefore the N, in gg, ru, 75 ra- 
dical (or, is radical and not radical). Go, take 
other and better advice from Eſop, becauſe he 
miſunderſtood you the firſt time. Pray go again! 
Mercury is ready at your Service! 


From theſe tao contradictions, which even 


Mr A— muſt allow to be fo, let either Mr 
B—, or any Reader, judge to what doth that 


d This alſo maketh for the fr/# contradiction; for it is ſup- 
poſed that though the J be changed into another letter, yet it 
may be radical. 5 | 

_ © By the fame principle, alſo what is ſaid above of DN)? from 


N.. wherein the J 7, allowed te be radical and yet is dropped 
in the future, is contradicted. : 
mn * pretty 
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1 
pretty kind of arguing, p. 152, tend Why 
do you ſuppoſe the 7 (ever) dropped? Thus, 
e. g. P', be wept, and Tan ſe wept (I ſup- 
poſe he would have ſaid, be, ſhe will weep); 
« why is 723 to be the root? Why not Ja? 
& If I be radical in NY, then P and Jan, 
*  &c, muſt be from another root; or from an- 
« other word which hath not ſo many radical 
e letters, and is without the radical g. 

And again“ Now either ſay that there are 
two roots, Ja and N22, which both ſignify 
to weep, or that the I is not radical in daa; 
e or ſhew us ſome rule by which the radical 
© may be ſuppoſed to be dropped; and till that 
is done, this word (viz. 99 from 152) muſt 
re be ſtruck off the Doctor's Liſt; and at moſt 
c will be on neither ſide.” „ 
Now we ſay that there are two roots (not 
P, but) Jg (or Pg, a) and dna, which both | 
do not fignify to weep, only dn (or 155) doth, 
wherein the 7 is radical: and Mr B— himſelf, 
as ] have intimated a little before, ſuppoſes the 
radical zo be dropped ſometimes ; therefore, not 

giving ourſelves the trouble to ſhew what he 
| himſelf ſuppoſes, we may juſtly vindicate, hat 
| that Word muſt not be firuck off the Doctor's 

Liſt; and is altogether and clearly on his fide, 

Let Mr B— ſee now the evidence of his 
concluſion, I. 17—21, and p. 153, J. 29— 37, 
Page 154 —“ T9 is a Noun uſed for meat, 
« but never Berth,” 15 8 


* 


The 


L 5 8 
The fock x, TA bath ſeveral ſignifcations, 


"wh it diſpoſes to its branches ; ſo that, tho 


all the branches may bear all the notions the root 


_ conveys with it (as Serith certainly expreſſes 70 


cbuſe, ordain, declare, cut, eat: for when they 


made a covenant, they were to chuſe both par- 
ties and conditions, then make an ordinance, and 
declare the articles and their conſent, then, in 
order to ratify it, cut animals, and eat: and 
this N what is ſaid p. 158, J. 38, and p. 


159, J. 1—3), yet, each is ud, chietl for one, 


| particularly known, ſignification. 


Page 157 —<© The Verfions have but little 


* to do in determining this Diſpute.” The 
H un Verſion hath very much! 


Page 158—* If the Doctor produce one ſin- 1 bl 


„ gle inſtance where Berith neceſſarily ſigni- 


fies the Words of a covenant, 1 will allow it 


© to have another root. 
I wich I knew what this FR PTY © is for! x Tt 
Page 1 50, l. 1, 4—* The Scripture is not 


© better underſtood by ſaying Obad. 7, Men 


&« of thy confederacy, than (or, even not fo well, 
« as) by, Men of thy Purification, The firſt 
« phraſe only ſays, they were leagued together; 


« the latter ſuppoſes t hat, and tells you by what 
e aft they were bound together. i Fo 
Tell only both the phraſes to any, not aupid, 5 

but ſenſible man, whether Engliſb, or of what 


country ſoever, in his own language; who ei- 
ther never heard them before, or is not ac- 
quainted with the Seripture at all: upon my 


0 word, concerning the latter phraſe he will 4 


G2 F apt 


1 52] 

apt to aſk, at leaſt, four queſtions, as, 1) What 
is that purification? 2) By what act was is 
| uſed to be performed formerly? and 3) How is 
it to be done at this time? 4) Who are thoſe men 

of thy &c. are they thoſe whom thou hadſt puri- 

fizd, or thoſe who had purified thee? whereas 

he would alk, concerning the firft, at moſt but 
one, viz. how did they formerly make a conſe- 
deracy? he ſhall know, I ſuppoſe, what is the 
part faſhion; and that by the men of Confe- 
deracy the parties are to be underſtood. - . 
 Thid, “ The Wife of thy Purification, is as 
good ſenſe, as Wife of thy covenant.” The 
other Champion renders it, Wife of thy Puri- 
fer, and he applies Purifier to God, and taketh 
the Wife to be the Divine ſervice. But how 
this underſtands it, indeed J cannot gueſs, there- 
fore I beg to be excuſed that I cannot anſwer at 
preſent : but this I can foretell, that he, whe- 
ther he would be of the ſame opinion with the 
other, or in the contrary, will be catches both 
ways, and not eſcape for ever. 
. Jbid. is quoted J/. xxviii. 18, your agree- 
« ment with Hell (the grave) ſhall not ſtand,” 
and anſwered J. 28 —* but the Doctor could not 
but know, that nyn doth not ſignify rer. 

«© ment, but vi on. 

I cannot but know, that it Genifies both of 
| them: for the ae Xin and m, the ſame 
with Inn, conveys with it the notion of agfee- 
ing, beſide that of vi/ion. 

Bid. They did not know what to make 


« of Vifon there, They needed nat to know 
what to make, * 


8 
5 
n 
V 


t 


n tranflation)—* I Kings xx. 34, Then 
cc ſaid Ahab, I will end thee away with this 


— Comment— © In the Otiginal 12 
4 znto a purification, | (p. 161, I will admit 


. thee to the purification. Not, Twill ſend thee 
« gway with this purification, or, with this 


D/ / OT Ee 


= 8 nw 1 
with 2 it is t fend to; and to ro into or 


. from whence) ; it never may fignify to bring, : 
or admit, any more than this learned Commen- 


ſtrict meaning of this verb; himſelf will laugh 
at this ſtrange e ee will, ſend thee away 


[53] 


Page 160 is quoted (according to the 


« Purifier, or with this Purification.” And 


WR is, I will admit thee, or bring thee 


« covenant, which are equally Nonſenſe, for he 
« could not ga away with one or the other). 
is ro | ſend ; with jp it is to ſend from ; © 


« fend into. 
Bring or admit to, and ſnd to; very comi- 


| call Indeed n>w always fignities o ſend, fend f : 
away, from (even by itſelf implies from; and i 


when 0 is ated, the place is determined, viz. 


tator can both bring and ſend once one and the 
fame copy of this book to ſome body, or, both | 
carry one to Mr R-—e and fend the fame i 
at the fame time to Mr 4—6; and yet ſay 
to Mr R-—, fee I ſent you Ne, and to Mr 
A—b, ie (DI) 1 brought you. Now if 
our Commentator will be pleaſed to conſider the 


to (or into) purification. 
And let us ſee, whether it is Nonſenſe to ren- 
der fo as we do. Benbadad lays, The cities 
Vt which 


1541 
which * my Father took from thy Father, I will * 
reſtore ; and thou ſhalt make ſtreets for rbee in 
Damaſcus, as my Father made in Samaria; A- 
bab (catches at theſe terms, and) anſwers, (q. d. 
Done! Well! Go then I), I (ſend thee, or) let 
thee go (away), with this compact, contract, or 
Covenant, To wit; be done ſo as thou doſt pro- 
poſe. 3 expreſſes here, pro hoc pacto, (hoc pa- 
co) i. ſecundum hunc contractum propoſitum. 
The demonſtrati ve d, this, the, that (not after 
all prepoſitions, but) after the 2 is always ſup- 

preſſed. There 1s an inſtance in the next Chap. 
V3, 9, 11, Fezebel wrote dd letters; and 
ſent on te letters; ; and wrote D 2 in 
* Arber, 

Page 161 is Ged. Were the vifim in a 
« ſacrifice at any time called Berith, yet the idea 
« of Purification would ariſe from the Fat, | 
e and not from the word. 0 

And Mr B— ſays— But pray, what 
« ſhould hinder the Idea ariſing from the 
« word; if the word ſignified purification, As 
t ſeems to be allowed for the preſent.” 

Nay, it is not (nor even ſeems to be) allowed ; 
otherwiſe you would make the Doctor contra- 
dict himſelf. The victim could be called both 


zþ  berith, becauſe 1 it is Ty of MA, lain, as 1 


4 T put here the Reader i in mind a one Fault ; in the Preface of 
my Crie. Phil. Theolog. Diſſert. numb. III. p. x. I ſaid there, 
there is not to be 3 and ſought for, in the Hebrew tongue, 
any, what we call, 1 Sentence: it ought to have been 
added, without WR which "* : though, in See caſes, its 
8 ven frequent. 


have 


| the /ame, and can be put together: But the idea 


51 
have intimated above (and in my Cenſurer 
Cenſured ); and Rt or &c, purification, be- 
cauſe of its ect; but yet it could not be called 
Tum (as) properly (as Tr, or &c.), becauſe 
it doth not carry the idea of purification ſo 
high; and ſo much leſs could it be called be- 


not. 
Page 162 — 6 Who then could ba us 
< putting this idea in the word and the idea 
« in the Fad together, ſince they are the 
« fame?” The idea of any Fad and the idea 
in the Word expreſſive of that very Fact, are 


in the word Berith is not expreſſive of the idea 
of purification, the effeft of the ſacrifice; there- 
fore they are not the ſame, and conſequently 
I hinder ye from putting them together, I, 
Right, it is ſaid, Jin. 26,— It is the uſual 
« way of Scripture, and what Common Senſe 


i direQs, to call the Sign and the thing h, Zniſied 
« by the ſame Name.“ 


I allow Mr B— and (not to, give up the 
whole Diſpute at once, as he flatters himſelf, p. 
119, J. 5—15, and p. 182, J. 25) ſay — Berith 
is the „gn, and Animal Thy, or MIA, cut off, 
is the thing fignified. So the Animal or facri- 

fice that was ain, is ſaid to purify, or even 

may be called purifier, by an epithet taken 
from the ect: But doth it imply, that the 
mere name Berith, viz, conſidered abſtractedly 
from a victim, muſt convey the idea of puriſy- 
ing ? For inſtance, , vowe is a fign, the fluid 

a liquor, 


rith, by the idea of Purification, which 77 bath 1 | 
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hquor, what we call water, is the thing fignt- A 
' fied: it is ſaid to waſh away uncleanneſs, or 
even may be called a cleaning mean, by an epi- 
thet taken from its ect: But doth it imply, 
that the mere name ti or yIp, conſidered 
abſtractly from the thing fgnified by it, ſhould 
carry along with it the idea of cleaning 5 

I )bid. is quoted The Victim being an Em- 

« blem of the Purifier would convey all the 
3 1 Ideas, without any belp roms the 
| word Berith.” - 

Says the quoter —*< The Ane From, the : 
A. Doctor $ Reaſoning is naturally the very Re- 
- verſe of what he makes. He concludes, that 
_« the Victim was not called a purification, be- 
te cauſe its being an Emblem of che Purifier, ſo 
«* naturally leads you to that idea et the Rea- 
« der judge between us. 

I myſelf preſume to a You made that 
| Rense I think, out of being. I propoſe then 
the Doctor's Reaſoning thus —The Victim, be- 
cauſe (or as) it is an Emblem of the Purifier, 
may all the important Ideas, (but) with- 
out any help from the word, Berith. With what 
juſtneſs do you make ſuch a Reverſe—* The 
e victim was not called a purification, becauſe 
« its being an Emblem of the Puriſier; or 
even could make fuch, as—The Victim doth not 
convey the important” ideas of Purification, e- 
—_ of its being an Emblem of the Purifier ? 

r pardon, that I (which I ; wy 
this ſan rr an e moe 


ai ES wn 
"Take 


1 
| Take then the Doctor's Reaſoning—When- 
ſoever we are thinking of a victim, as an Em- 
blem of a perſon who puriſies our Souls and Bo- 
dies, tho we do not attend to (as if, ſuppoſe, we 
never have heard of) the word, berith ; never- 
theleſs there are immediately raiſed in our minds 
all the Ideas whatſoever may ariſe from the An- 
 titype, or the Fect of the ſacrifice, or the end 
it was made uſe of for. Conſequently con- 
clude The victim, tho it be an Emblem of 
the Purifier, doth not convey any of the 1 impor- V 
tant ideas with an help from the word, Serith, 
any more than the water of the Baptiſm, tho' it 
be an Emblem of Chriſt's Blood, that purges 
away our fins, doth with an help from the word 
BD, or dd . : 
Page 16 f Is quoted—* Is there any reaſon- 
« able proof to be given, that Nn is applica- 
« ble to a Perſon otherwiſe than by way of Al- 
luſion, or Compariſon, as in this Text of 
« Mal. 2 
Anſwers the quoter—** Ves; direct en = 
_« ſee Ia. xlii. 6,, xlix. 8.” Nay it is direct 
proof that n (as well as mx) there is applied 
to a Perſon not otherwiſe than by way of Allu- 
ſion or Compariſon ; I will give thee Fy9d5 
% for a Covenant of the people, V a Light of 
_ « the Gentiles.” (And let Mr B— not confound. 
hereafter this Vn with n, viz. n, in 
Malachi. So what is ſaid p. 167, U + 7s 5, | 
will be got over.) 
Says he ibid. J. 19—“ And it is allowed i in 
the n page — Tbat the ſenſe of a Pu 
H riſier 


(58). 
cc fer will very well ſtand Bere, there 1 is no room 
« 70 diſpute.” 
Vea, the Senſe of a Purifier may as well 
1 there, as Iſa. xlix. 6, I vill give thee Vd 
for a Light to the Gentiles; where there is no 
mention of . Moreover, allowing that the 
ſenſe of a Purifier may 2 there, we do not 
own that the word Berith conveys the idea of A 
_ Purifier, any more than, by allowing that the 
Jenſe of a Redeemer (&c. ) may well ſtand there, 
we ſhould own that the ſame word Berith giveth 
the idea of a Redeemer, &c, i 
What in the Doctor follows . 
5 after this. Neither Fire nor Soap are other- 
* wiſe applied here to the Great Refiner and Pu- 
25 rifier of Souls, than by way of compariſon and 
« fimilitude,” is quoted, p. 168, —** Juſt as Co- 
“ riander ſeed is applied to Manna; as a Flower 
« is applied to a Man; as Milk or as Cheeſe 
« are applied to the Perſon of Job.” 
And anſwers Mr B-— « Not applied ; but 
« compared.” 2 
If I am not miſtaken, that is the 88 as to 
ſay Not compared; but compared. Either he 
 Purſues here too the flying ſhadows of his own 
imagination only; or he is not a very polite 
| Maſter of his own Language. In the firſt part 
of the Doctor's words is, applied by way of com- 
pariſon and ſimilitude: and Mr B— thinks 
this, by compariſon and ſimilitude, not to be un- 
derſtood in the latter part, or would have it to 
have been repeated three times more : If not 
Ys J either 
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[ 59 ] 


either of them; let him know, here are no wal- 


nuts nor rattles. 


But let us ſee what is ſomewhat more ma- 


terial. 


1 
ce 
cc 


ee the life of man is compared to the ſhortneſs 


of the duration of a flower. Mil and Cheeſe 


cc 


44 


(e 


40 


* Coriander- ſeed i is not eh to the manna; 
it is its Colour, which is compared to that of 


Coriander-ſeed. — A flower is not applied to 15 
a man; only the ſhortneſs of the duration of 


are not applied to the Perſon of Job. The 3 
Compariſon is betwixt the manner of the I 
formation of Job' $ body, and the manner of 


making cheele.” 


Were I, like Mr B—, fond of purſuing the 


| flying Dade: of my imagination; I could alſo | [ 


put my Non-placet, and make ſome (as) unne- 
ceſſary criticiſm (as his) on thoſe three Conſe- 


quents : but I am ſerious, and ſay, as there is no 
room to deny them; ſo there is none to allow 


the Antecedents. If 1 ſay, you are like the pur- 


ſuer of the flying ſhadows of his own imagination; i 
how unneceſſary it would be to ſay, you are nut 


compared with the purſuer of the flying ſhadows 


of Ec, only your purſuing the fying Sc. is com- it 


pared with hg purſumg Sc. 


You might, in the ſame ſanguine manner, 


reflect on what is ſaid Matth. xiii, —The King- # 


dom of Heaven is like to a grain of muſtara-ſeed ; 


like unto leaven; unto treaſure ; unto a mer-| 


chant-man ; unto a net ; unto a man which &c. 


But to go on with the following pages 170 


Hz There 


60 1 
There is quoted, that St Paul expounds =7 
| mo by cut TG di Nn, Heb. ix. 20 (And 
our Saviour himſelf hath uſed the ſame expreſſion, 
Math. xxvi. 28). And the Apoſtle bath actually 
altered the Lxx (which is a ſign of his not hay- 
ng regarded it). 
And ſays Mr B— If St Paul bath aFually | 
altered the Verſion here, he hath not mended 
it (which is what we fay it was not proper he 
« ſhould), much leſs given us the exact ſenſe | 
„ of the Hebrew.” 
He hath not given the exa?? primary Senſe of 
, in diuiſo; but he hath given the exact 
and uſual (viz, eee ſenſe of F425 Tn, 
in compoſito. ; 
He hath not mended.” Nay, he did in this 3 
reſpect, that, for dis dere, hath put another word 
more ſignificant and emphatical, 
If he hath altered, he hath not mended, 
WE «© which it was not proper he ſhould.” Becauſe 
olf the bigotted Helleniſts it was no leſs 1 8 BE. 
per to alter, than to amend. "a 
he Greek word uſed here for Berith, is 
WE © as proper a Word as any, or perhaps the beſt, 
iin the Greek Tongue: it was in uſe; it was 
= *< underſtood.” Eu 
1Itt not only, in a general, is as proper a Wal 1 
any in the Greet tongue; but, in particular, the p 
wa beſt and propereſt to expreſs what the inſpired _ 
VWiiters meant by Berith throughout the Scri- 
pture. 
4 5 « AtaIyxy as much a M; ;ſconflruftion of the 


Hebrew, as Covenant is of the Greek, and 
more fo— —_— * 


* 


i} 61 > © 
If you mean the very primary and literal 
notion both of the Greek and the Hebrew; true, 
di. yen doth not expreſs the ſenſe of Berith, any 
more than covenant doth that of J:a9yy. But we 
look a different way from you; and are ſur- 
priſed at this Aſertion juſt cited, which is, I ap- 
prehend, impoſſible to imagine how it may be 
_ conſiſtent with what you ſay again—* The Au- 
thority of both Te eftaments is equal; » compared 5 
with p. 66. J. 23— © 
Whenſoever 1 venture to ſay, (which 1 very 
ſeldom do), that any Greek Text doth not cor- 
| reſpond with the Hebrew it is quoted from, and 
if 1 cannot ſee at all any poſſible, or reaſonable, 
Way of reconciling them; I ſuppoſe, that Pro- 
vidence was either pleaſed not to deliver it to us 
as it ſtood in the Original, whether Hebrew or 
| Greek, or not yet to illuminate men's minds to 
ſee the conveniency in it. Plane non crediderim 
dari Tertium. 
Now the conveniency of Berith with du en, 
concerning the ſecondary ſenſe they were uſed in, 
was ſeen and allowed ſome thouſands of years 
| before us; but as you put aſide their /econdary 
and that moſt uſual ſignification, there will be 
none: and you oblige us to return you great 
thanks for diſcovering the Miſconſtructim, 
and putting us in mind of, and charging us with 
an error, p. 1729s 30—33. 
Alas | as the tranſlation of berith in our copy 


is ſuppoſed now to be precarious, and indeed 
there are no hopes of ever reconciling its primi- 
tive meaning with that of dig what ſhall 
we 
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[ 621 
we do with our Miſconſtruer, or, as he preſumes 
to be, Corrector? He either will queſtion the 
deliverance of the true Original; or ſay, the A- 
poſtle hath followed the received Verſion, which 
he did not think proper to amend, or even alter; 5 
Tertium non datur. 

As I have ſuch a conviction concerning the f 
genuine original of both the words now under 
conſideration, as to dare to ſay, they are not 
precarious any more than the whole Text it- 
ſelf Hebrew and Greek ; therefore I ſuppoſe for 
the preſent, he will not queſtion the deliverance 
of =e true original concerning the aboyeſaid 7200 
words: he will then, as he really is inclined to, 
tay the other. So 1 gather. from his p. 177, 4. Io, 
11. compared with the Doctor's p. 54. '2 
Now, as he allows, the Authority of both Te- 
flaments i is equal, he muſt grant me alſo, that 
the Divine Writers of the New Teſtament, and 
conſequently this Apoſtle, were inſpired, and by 
the ſame Holy Ghoſt, as well as thoſe of the od, 
or elſe he will deſerve Mr A. Blackwal/'s and 
other Anti- Eraſmians's cenſure the ſevereſt: If 
they were equally, as they really were, inſpired ; 
he, by his paying ſo harſh a compliment to the 
Apoſtle as to reprehend him for miſconſtruing 
the Hebrew word Berith, maketh the Holy 
Ghoſt contradict himſelf, who ought ſo to di- 
rect the Apoſtle's mind, mouth, and pen, as not 
to diſagree from the Prophet. How can Mr B— 
evade the imputation of blaſphemy ? Can he 
evade by his Hopes, p. 178, J. 32—? Can he 
Evade 1 it 7 what DE lays, in this page, —“ Yet 


« hac 


[63] 


« had he (Cbrift) taken upon him to have 


c formed new words, he muſt have wrote a 


Dictionary, or explained them by circumlo- 
„ cution”? There was no occaſion to form 


here a new word; there was in the Greek 


Tongue a ſimple Word (aa Nag. or duo) 
the propereſt to expreſs the purification; had 
 Berith ſignified it, as it is pretended, and had 
the Spirit of God intended it. What will our 
Metaphyfician do now with his p. 177, l. 35? 
There is ſcarce an Objection that hath been 
uſed in the courſe of this Diſpute that hath 
been more flouriſhed upon, or more fully an- 
| fwered than this bath been; and which opens 
a wider Field for endleſs Conteſis about the 
Meaning of both Teſtaments, with ſeveral other 
Conſequences pointed out. 


Page 173—* The Doctor was aware of this 


« our anſwer, that Chriſt might not ſfeak 
in Greek, and therefore in the next page, he 
e puts the Caſe himſelf Vit be ſaid that 


« Chriſt 7a/ked in Syriac, and on not bim. 
te felf uſe the word di m, 1 grant it.” 
« Why then did he argue upon the contrary 


« ſuppoſition," that,” Our Saviour bumſelf 
6 « has uſed tbe ſame Expreſſion aiua din NU, 


It doth not ſignify, what Language Chri/# 
talked in, whether Hebrew, or Syriac, or 
Greek, &c: it is enough for our purpoſe, that 
he hath uſed the ſame Expreſſion. Cannot one 


os the ſame expreſſion in Engliſh, or Iriſh, or 


Welſh, or French, or Dutch, &c? 


Page 


1640 
Page 174—* Is not this ſetting aſſde the Old 
10 Ne the original Record, as of little 
* or no ule? * Chriſt had once ſaid indeed, on 
4 particular occgſion, Search the Scriptures.” 
It is but once, and on a particular occaſion, ; 
ſo not a general command.” 
It is not /etting afide the Old Teftament, &c; 
for once is uſed there not for only once, and 0 
not in oppoſition to more than once; but in op- 
poſition to 4% than once, or, not at all, And 
particular there is not inconſiſtent with general. 
Cannot any Sovereign give, on a particular oc- 
caſion, a Command to all his ſubjects 
: whatſoever 5 
Page 175 is quoted—* From obſervations 
e on the idioms and genius of the Hebrew 
«* Tongue, then antiquated in a manner, and 
*, out of uſe.” _ 6 
Says Mr B— Now quite antiquated and to 
et be laid aſide as of no uſe.” 
I am ſorry to find he is ſo frequently either 
abuſive, or a Logomachus. The Doctor doth 
not ſay it was of no uſe, I ſay, it was both ou? 
of uſe and of great uſe. And the Doctor doth 
not ſay any more, than you p. 109, @ dead Lan- 
guage, 
Mu then any one, whether Chriſtian or In- 
fidel, think that the Doctor is laying a ſtumbling 
block in the way of the Ignorant and Unwary, 
and endeavouring to turn the eyes of Man- 
Lind, from the chief and principal evidence of 


their Faith 2 Conſider it better early in the 
morning. 
Bid 


2 


[65] 


. Tbid,—« He came not only to fulfil but to 


explain the Law and the Prophets.“ 


Anſwers the quoter . This is gratis dictum; 
« he came fo fulfil; but not 70 8 what 


was Writ ſo plain before.” 


Ves; he came alſo 0 explain See Matth. 


VF, Xxi, xxii, xxiv, &c. He could not be ſaid to 

_ Fulf) it in all reſpects, had he not explained it. 
And if you will conſider Matth. v. there is room 
=. for the very firſt metaphorical ſenſe of to explain. 


Page 177 is quoted Juſt as the apoſtate 
« eus are ſaid to have done fince his com- 


© ing.” It is anfwered— 
I take the word ſaid to be an error of the 


« preſs for proved; becauſe it is proved, beyond 


.* all contradiction, that they have uſed their 


« utmoſt endeavours to miſlead Chriſtians &c. { 
Let me alſo take the omiſſion of the word 


much aſter have uſed, to be an error of the 
preſs: I allow, it is proved they really did 
much; but they are ſaid to have done more than 
they really did. 


Wi 180—< But covenant and Re ON are 
*: quite different things.” Conſidering the pri- 
mary ſenſe of diabyxy (and teftament), they are 


different things ; but otherwiſe they coincide. 


Page 184 Mr B— dreams and ſays— They 


tt had no occaſion to dream of a ſacrifice when 


« they ſtood over it; in foederibus ſemper ali- 


« guid exſcindebatur,” To wit, whillt it was 
In uſe; but after it was grown out of uſe, nor 
even dreamed of,” non potuit aut debuit aliquid 


_ in forderious. 
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Page 18 5. — But during the times of the 


1 Prophets there was no ſuch change of Cu- 


„ ſtoms.” I ſuppoſe, not an entire change way b 
where. 


Lid. of Homer © aro e 2gvay Tape 1 
© Ag x The verb to cut uſed here ſeems 


to be the Hebrew word On or dn t finiſh, 
$ to conſume ; variouſly writ in Greek Tuan, 
. KS, T&MW, TLV and ref. ' Nay, it cometh 
from 2b, or . 


Page 186—“ Becauſe the Doctor will not allow | 
An and r,“ put together in compoſition, | 
to bear their original ſenſe, even where they 
« are uſed betwixt God and Noah,” We allow 


them to bear ſome idea of their original ſenſe, 
but not the original ſenſe itlelf, always. 80 4 
18, J. 31—mult be ſatisfied. 


Page 189, 190—*< But what the far ure is 


« they carry, or whence the Metaphor is taken? 
« If you ſay it is the figure of the ſacrifice they 


4 carry, then they are not ene but 
« deſcriptive words.“ 


While and in whatſoever con 


ES 000K 1} * 2 


; it wen eu- = 


ftomary to lay a victim; to male a, covenant 


was not only deſcriptive, but a metonymical ſenſe 
of Careth biith; and ſince it was out of uſe; 


to make a Covenant muſt have been A ple 


rical ſenſe of the ſame words. 

Jo return back to ſome few pages. 
Page 65—< And this quotation of the Do- 
« Ctor's, Heb. xi. 16, is a pretty clear prof 
«* that Elobim doth. not ſignify the Nature of 
«© God, but is expreiive of ſome relation, con- | 
RT 1 ce &« nection Y 


of playing with words, anſwers “ If the words 


2 1 
et neftion, or ſome contract in behalf of thoſe 
*. who ſhould put their ruſt in him.“ 
Is there no relation betwixt the Deity fo be 


_ adored and his worſhippers? Is not God their 
| heavenly Father in Faith? Is he then not to be 
adored particularly by his children; (and feared 


even by all rational creatures whatſoever )? 


And is it not the nature of him, and of him 


on - 


only, that he ſhould be adored ? Tone 
Page 106) I do not know how yew, bis 


peace-offerings, Lev. vii. 15, can be even © li» WR 


de terally, his peace.” By what a ſtrange meto- 
nymy can alſo mt, ſacrifices, II Chron. xxix. 


31, be © faughters”? Had the flaughters ſlain, 
or offered themſelves for ſacrifices; I would not 
Have put this query, Moreover, yourſelf muſt 


own, when yr is a participle, it is to be read 
Zöbbebim, or 26bhhim ; and when it is not, even 


according to your rules, is to be read zabbbim. 


Let any impartial Reader judge, whether the 
context requires to be read here zabbhim, ſacri- 


Aces, or zobbehbim, flaugbtern. 
Mr B— quotes The true and proper 


« meaning of theſe words (careth brith) is not 
* tained,” and, according to his uſual manner 


« were proper according to their natural or ra- 


_ « ical ſenſe, why do we not tranſlate them ac- 


« cording to that ſenſe ?” I reply in few words ; 


Heat is the proper quality of the jun, but it is 


not proper for all ſeaſons. 


by they were not proper, why did the An- 
« tients uſe them? They were proper words, but 


I 2 their 


| [ _— : 
their genuine or p- oper meaning was not proper 
to be made uſe of (viz. in compoſition), So they 
might be uſed in @ proper meaning, tho' not in 
the proper meaning; conſequently, that there 
was any TTY in the Hebrew cannot be 
"mY. * 
Page 1 175 If the Doctor mean any thing . 
* elſe by the ſame thing, than the ſame idea, 1 
« apprehend he is miſtaken, becauſe purifica- 
tion, or berith, doth not mean the thing, but : 
« the idea. 
Mr B—, 1 apprehend, is inconſiſtent with 
himſelf for he ſays, Pp. 131, Whether puri- 
e fication mean here (II Chron. xvi. 2, 3) the 
creature ſlain or the ceremony of ſprinkling | 
with the blood, &c. It means then not 7 ; 
the mere idea, 
If he doth mean the ſame by Bing, as Mr 
C. doth by idea, which he ſeems to do by 
*« adopting Mr C.'s phraſe—, then we are 
« apreed ſo far, that Y is not ſoap, but pu- 
et rification.” Fair reaſoning ! It is like, if, 
when I would ſay, e conveys the idea of 
earth or earthly, he would conclude, then tn 
is not man, but earth, or earthly, We ſay, 
ng, becauſe it conveys the idea of purifying, 
is a mean of cleanſing, or even ſoap, &c. But to 
reply to both the Tfs : The Doctor by thing 
means both the hing and its idea, or, both con- 
crete and abſtracte. The concretum cannot be 


conceived without implying, or be declared but 
by, its e 
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Page 135“ I Sam. xi. 1, v9 v5 Fro, 
« Cut off a Purifier in our behalf, and we will 
ee open our gates and ſubmit to thee,” If Mr 
B. aſſerts this covenant to have been to be 
attended with a ſacrifice; the fame difficulty 
recurs here as in Benhadad's covenant made 
with Aſa. There might, or might not, be flain 
any animal. And conſequently, to ſay, cut of 
@ purifier, is precarious. 
S8o I think of many other, at t preſent. to be 
paſſe by, Inſtances are brought a this ON 
guine Hutchinfnian. 5 


Ba ura, ral 5 . 


"ws 6 cum n. lau. Vine. 55 


r 


4 line 20 Seriparien read ber ptrrarian. 
5 1. 14 B— read B—'; 
6 1. 15 jabbotham read gabbotham. 
11 1. 17 A“, dele the comma. 
$41.27 E read .. 
Il. 31, Incident, dele the comma. 
Tas wherever is Alah, oath Cc. read Ala or Au. 
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marks on Dr. Sharp's Diſſertations &c. 
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Mr. Aboab's Remarks. 
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A Short Reply to Mr. Holloway 8 Pete be- 


| The Cenſurer Cenſured, or, 1 Des of Dr. | 
_ Sharp! s Diſſertation &c. being a Reply to 


